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PREFACE 


Have little to fay to the Reader, having ſub 
ficiently Explained the Deſign of chis Treatiſe 
in the Firſt Se&tion. Thoſe who. re 
how this Controverſy has been of lace muy 
may pofhibly expe, what they will nor had, 
ſome. ſharp Reſenements of the Ill Uſage I have 
met with, and as ſharp Returns z but I write noc 
roRevenge my ſelf, bur to Explain and. Vindicate / 
the Truly Ancient, Catholick and Apoſtolick _ 
of a Trinity in Unity, which requires a Compoſed 
and Sedate Mind both in the Writer and Reader. 
For this Reaſon I have thus long delayed che Pub- 
lication of this Treatiſe, the greateſt part of which 
was Printed Two Years ſince, that thoſe who 
Hf will ever grow Cool, might have time to reco- | 
" ver their Temper: And did I not hope that the 
Publication of it at this time would tend more/ 
to quiet Mens Minds, to ſtop the Mouths of He- 
reticks, 
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reticks, and to ſecure: che Catholick Faith:; than 
a Pafhve Silence , it ſhould never {ce- the Light, 
how much ſoever my own Reputation might ſuf- 
fer by it. Bur I perſuade my ſelf, That the Au- 
thority of the Catholick Church, and of the Ca- 
tholick Fathers, is not at ſo low an Ebb, ever: in 
this Age,' as to be calily deſpiſed; and therefore 
cheir Explications, their Arguments, their An- 
ſwers to the Objections of Hereticks , will have 
their due ' weight; and I have nor gone one ſtep 
further. I appeal ro the Catholick Fathers, and 
am contented to ſtand or fall by their Sentence. 
I have-not wilfally miſrepreſented their 'Senſe' m 
any thing, and have taken all poſſible care nor to 
miſtake it; and as far\ as Human Authority is 
concerned , here I muſt leave the matter , for 1 
know of no further Appeal. ; 
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The. Preſent State of the Socinian- Controverſy ; the 
 unreaſonableneſs of it ; and how to reduce the Dis 

" ſputeto the Original Queſtion. 


HE Faith of'the'} 

' fundamental wu 

{ . gion, that if. 
contending fol 

God 'have* 


Myſtery of. our "Redempti@ b: 
Chriſt, and of '6uf Sanctification 
by the Spirit, which.in | 


ſequences is the whole of the Goſpel, and 
from cr Religions, 15 utterly Teſt, 
B 


Te Preſent State of the 


Thoſe various Herefies relating to the Divinity, Perſon 
and Offices of Chrift and the Holy Spirir, which began to 
appear even 1n the Apoſtolick Age, and have ever ſince un- 
der ſeveral forms and diſguiſes diſturbed the Peace of the 
Church, is proof enough, how much the great Enemy of 
Mankind thinks himſelf concerned by all poſſible means to 
corrupt this Faith ; and that great, unwearied, unconque- 
rable Zeal, wherewith the Catholick Fathers have al- 
ways defended this Faith, ſhews of what importance they 
thought it; and therefore it is no wonder,and ought to give 
no ſcandal to Chriſtians, that theſe Diſputes are again revi- 
vedamong us with as much fury and inſolence as ever ; for 
there never was 2 more unhappy Seaſon for the Enemy to 
{ſow his Tares. But that which is moſt to be lamented is, 
That the lukewarmneſs of ſome, and fe IMEEM Perare Zeal 
of others, have given greater ſcandal to the World, and 
\Mmore ſhaken the Faith of Chriſtians, than all the Oppoſi- 
/tion of our Adverfaries could have done. I need ſay no 
| more, the Caſe is too well known, and the Evil Effe&s:too 
viſible among us. t | 

T will make no new Qunarrels, if I can help it, but ſin- 
cerely endeavour to prevent the Miſchiefs of what has al- 
ready happened, as far as is neccſſary to ſecure the Faith of 

Chriſtians, and.to wreft-thoſe Weapons out of our Enemies 
hands, which, ſome profeſſed Friends have unwarily furniſh- 
ed them with: © 147 

To do this, I'lWendeavaur in the firſt place to reſtore 
this Controverſigs its original ſtate, and take off thoſe 
Vizards which make it appear very frightful to ordinary 
Chriſtjans. 

This Diſpute about the Holy and ever Bleſſed Trinity, 
has of. late been dreſſed up anew with ſome old School- 
Terms, which how proper ſoever they may be to give 


Learned Men a more diſtinct Idea and Conception of that 
| | Adorable 


Soetntan Controvethy: 
Adorable Myſtery, only amuſe common Chriſtians, and 
confound them, inſtead of teaching them betrer. 

This, as it was at firſt occaſioned by Hereticks, who 
denied 6r corrupted the Chriſtian Faith, which forced 
the Catholick Fathers to uſe ſome unſcriptural Terms 
which by degrees improved_into_great Subtilties, an 
diſturbed the Church with very nice and wrangling 
Diſputes 3 ſo our Modern Svcinians at this day place 
the main ſtrength of their Cauſe in theſe Diſputes, and 
think it a fufficient Confutation of the Faith of the 
Ever Bleſſed Trinity, that the 7rinitarians themſelves 
cannot agree about the Senſe of Perſon, 7Typoſtafis, 
Subſtance, Nature, Eſſence, nor in what Senſe Ged s 
One and Three ; but advance very different, and, as they 
think, contrary Hypotheſes, to reconcile the Unity of God 
with the diſtinQtion of Three Perfons in the Godhead, As 


if there were no difference between what is furidathental{”7 ; 


in this Faith, ard ſuch Metaphyſical 8 if 
no man could believe in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, with- 
out determining all the Diſpures of the Schools. Learned, 
men may diſpute theſe matters, 5nd hn may fo Unypen 
as to make ſuch Diſputes neceſſary ; but the Faith of Chri- 
ſtians may be ſecured, and Hereſies may be confuted, with- 
out them. The Faith is plain and cettain, even all that is 


neceſſary to the purpoſes of Religion 3 but men may leap 


r Hypot 
hable Anſwer to ſuch QuctioN as ourht never to have 
been asked ; and to ſtop the mouths of Hereticks, when 
they charge the Catholick Faith with Notiſenſe and Coft- 
| B 2 tradition. 


4 The Preſent State of the ) 


tradition. To diſtinguiſh rightly between theſe two, will 
ſet this Controverſy upon its true ancient. bottom.; which 
f will ſpoil the Triumph of our Adverfaries, .and poſlibly 
1 may reQify the Miſtakes, and allay and qualify the intem+ 
| perate Heats and Animoſities of thoſe whom a common. 
Faith ought to-make Friends. | 


"SECT. 


How to reduce this Diſpute concerning the Frinity, to 
Scripture Terms! 


H E Cajholick Fathers have always appealed to the 
'Form,of Baptiſm as the Rule-and Standard of Faith ; 
| . that as we are baptized, ſo we muſt-believe, Ix the Name of 
f | the Father , and of the Son , and of the Holy Ghoſt. This. 
' is a plain ſimple Faith, which every Chriſtian may under- 
] ſtand, and which every Chriftian muſt profels,. That there 
| 1s an Eternal Father, who his an Eternal:San,:- and an Eter- 
nal Spirit, of the ſane Nature, and inſeparably unitcg to. 
himſelf; and that this Father, Son, and Holy. Ghoſt, arc 
the joint Object of the Chriſtian Faith and Worſhip. 

This is the true Chriſtian Faith, and: this is all that we. 
are concerned to Yefend againſt our Adverſaries; and. would 
/ men tick to this,, without engaging .in Philoſophical Di. 
' putes, which we know little or ah Cay apes which the, 
| Scripture takes no notice of, we ſhould foqn find how. weals. 
{and impotent all the Attempts of Hereticks would prove. 
' Whatever Diſputes there are about the ſignificatian,of tRoſe 
words. Nature, Eſſence, Subſtance, Perſon, Hyprſtaſis, Sub- 
| . ſtences, Relations, &c. there is no Diſpute about the {g- 
; Dification-of Pather, Son, and Holy Spirit ; we have natu- 
raFIdea's belong to theſe words, when applied to Creatures ; 
.and when God is pleaſed in Scripture to repreſent himſclr 


to 
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to us under theſe Characters, if we' muſt underſtand a1 


-_- 


rate from himſelf; or that becauſe a Creature-father is al- 
ways older than his Sn, therefore Gd can't beget a'Son 
_ cozternal with himſelf ;. for all-thefe Circumſtances do not 

belong to the aca Notion of a Father, but of a Crea- 
ture-tather : Bat then It is efl:atial to the Notion both of 
Father and Son, that the Father communicates his own 


Nature to the Son; -and that the Son. receives his Nature | 
and Being from his Fathcr.; that Father andSon do truly + 


thing by them, we can underſtand nothing elſe, but what | 
the words ſignify all the! World over: only: allowing for 
that infinite. diſtance there is between God and Creatures, ' 
which requires us to abſtract from all material and creature | 
imperfeftions. We mult not think that God begets a Soft. 

as men do, by corporeal paſſions, or diviſion of. his ſub- | 
lance z or that he begets a Son without himſelf, or ſepa- / 


and really ſubſiſt by themſelves, though they may be, and / 


when we ſpeak of God the Father and his Son, are inſepa-' 
rably united to each other : that the Son, with reſpe&t to/ 


his Nature, is perfeQly, the fame/ that his Father is : the \ 
on of a man, as true and'perfe an as his father is3 and ! 


therefore the Son of God, as true and perfect God. - 
By theſe Arguments the Catholick Fathers confuted 


both the Sabe/ans, who made Father, Son , and Holy 


Ghoſt, but Three Names; and -the- 4riavs, who denied 
the, Conſubſtantiality of the Som, or thar he had the 
ſame Nature with his Father.. For both theſe Herefies"de- 
troy'd the eſſential Notion and Idea of Father and'Son 
which includes 10 it both a real diſtin&tion and ſameneſs of 
Nature ; that they are as really Two, but infinitely more 
one and the ſame, .than any other Father and Son in Nature 
are. 

Naw I cannot fee, but that as theſe Names and Charg-« 
&ters are better underſtood, and liable to leſs diſpute 3 fo 
they convey to our Minds a more diſtin .conception of: 


' = 
— 
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God the Father and lis Eternal Son, than any other artifi- 
cial Terms. 
, Were there no Controverſy about Nature, Eſſence, Per- 
Jſon, Subſtance, Hypoftaſts, yet they immediately convey 
/ no[dea of God the Father and his Eternal Son to my mind, 
{ much leſs give me a more diſtin Conception, than theſe 
\ Terms Father and $92 do : For they neither acquaint me 
what God is, nor wu hat Pather and Son is ; and as the 
'Schools themſelves aſſert, cannot be Untvocally, or in the 
fame ſenſe ſpoken of Creatures and of God, who 1s Super- 
Eſſential, above all Prxdicaments and Terms of Art ; that 
lis, Nature, Efſence, Subſtance, Aypeſtaſis, Perſon, do not, 
and cannot fignity the ſame thing, when ſpoken of God, 
as when applicd to Creatures, And this has occaffoned all 
| thoſe Diſputes concerning the Uſe and Signification of rheſe 
| words, when applied to God; which indeed is no reaſon 
| for wholly diſcarding theſe Terms, which the Perverſeneſs 
and Importunity of Hereticks has forced the Church to 
uſe, and which have now been ſo long uſed, that the Ec- 
| cleſiaſtical Senſe of theſe Words is very well known to 
; Learned men, if they would be contented to uſe them in 
|that Received Eccleſiaſtical Senſe in which the Catholick 
[Fathers havealways uſed them; but yet it isa reaſon not to 
clog the Faith of ordinary Chriſtians with them, who are 
' Not skilled in Metaphyſical and Abſtrated Notions; and it 
jis 2 reaſon to reduce the Controverſy, as much as poſlibly 
;wecan, to Scripture Terms ; when theſe Artificial and Me- 
/ taphyſieaT Terms divide even the Profeſſors of the Catholick 
{ Faith, and give too juſt occaſion to the vain Boaſts and 
' Triumphs of H=reticks. | 
To repreſent this matter plainly, IT obſerve, That all 


i 


ww thoſe Unſcriptural Terms which the Catholick Fathers 
/ made uſe of for the Explication of this Adorable Myſtery, 
' were intended for no other purpoſe, but to give us ſome di- 
tin Ideas and Conceptions of what the Scripture teaches 

concerning 
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concerning the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, by) 
uſing ſuch Terms as ſignify ſomething in Creatutes, whicty/ 
bears ſome, though a very imperfect, anology and reſem-/ 
blance to what weare to conceive of God. And therefor 


as cannot be juſtified b : ich, by 
amore infallibte Rule than all Metaphyfical Subtleties, to / 
find out 1n what ſenſe the Fathers uſed ſuch Words, by ob- | 
ſerving to what Seripture-Notions they "PP them, and | 
how they juſtific their uſe trom Scripture, when” they are | 
Diſputed. EEE FETgnss | 

If this be the truth of the Caſe, as it certainly is, = 


the Catholick Faith does not depend upon the uſe of theſe 
Terms, for it was before them ; for they were intended'on- 


ly to Cxpraln, and jlakare the Catholick Faith, and to/- 
compriſe Scriprure- Notions in Terms of Art, which mult; 


be acknowledged to be of great ule, and was by experience \ 
found to- be ſo in the Diſputes with ancient Hereticks, | 
while the Fathers agreed in the ſenſe of theſe Terms. 
But when theſe Terms themſelves are become the great 
matter of Diſpute ; and men who, as is to be hoped , 
agree in the Catholick' Faith, cannot agree about the Pro- 
priety and Signification of ſuch Terms,. nor how they are\ 
to be applied and: uſed, whether in the ſingular or plural 

Number, whether ſubſtantively or adjeively, in refo or 

obliquo; and our Adverſaries abuſe ſuch Diſputes to the, 
Reproach of the Catholick Faith, as a perplex'd , uncer- 
tain, contradiftious Riddle and Myſtery, which men can 
know nothing of , or can never” agree in ;z-it becomes 


abſolutely neceſlary at preſent to take this-Controverſy out 


of Terms of Art, and tolet our Adverſaries ſee, That our 


w— 
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ontroverſy with them is not concerned in theſe Diſputes : 
That it is not about the Signification and Uſe of ſuch 
words - 


a——— 
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words as Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance; Perſon, &c. but, 
Whether the Supreme, 'Eternal, Self-originated Father, 
| have "nat an Eternal Son, eternally begotten of himſelf, 
| and an Ecernal Spirit, the Spirit of the Father and of the 
\ Son, etcrnally proceeding"from them : And whether this 
\Erernal Son, nd Breen Spirit are not True and Perfect 
God. | 
| In this all ſincere Trinitarians do heartily agree with 
each other, and are ready: to'join iſſue upon this State of 
the Controverſy, with all their {Adverſarics, of what de 
nomination ſoever. And if we'can prove from Scripture, 
That God has an Etcrnal Son begotten of himſelf, and thar 
this Eternal S5n 15 True and Perfect God, as the Father is ; 
and that. the Father and S$9n have an Eternal Spirit, who 
15 True and Pertect God, as Father and Son is.3 I hope this 
is a ſufficient. Confutation of. Socin;aniſm ; and; yet all this 
may be proved, without-concerning our ſelves in any Me- 
taphyſical Diſputes: And therefore ſuch Diſputes as theſe, 
though they give opportunity to: our Adverſarics to make 
ſome Flouriſhes, and to-caſt Miſts:before peoples eyes, are 
not of that moment as they would repreſent them ; they 
neither prove S»c/niani/m to be true, nor the Catholick 
Faith of the Trinity to be falſe or uncertain. 

I do not intend at preſent to diſpute this Point with the 
 Socinians, Whether the Son andthe Holy Spirit '( for there | 
[ 15no diſpute about the Father?) be not cach'oof them True ' 
; and Perfect God : This has been proved often enough al- - 

ready, to the ſatisfaction of all ſober Enquirers, who pay 
ajuſt Vencration to Scripture; and ſhall be done again, 
when a fair occaſion” offers: But the Queſtion under De- 

{ bate now is, Whether we cannot explain and defend -the 
| Doctrine of the Trinity, without the uſe of Eccleſiaſtical 
or Scholaſtick Terms ; and whether the Diſputes of Di- 
/- ;vincs abour the Uſe and Signification of ſuch Terms; 
\proves any D\{agreement in the Faith, when theyeall. con- 

BY | : ſent 
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ſent to the Scripture Explications of it. The great Diſpute 

is about the Diſtinction and Unity of the Godhead, and by 

what Terms to expreſs this Wonderful Diſtinticn, and Won- 

derful Union, as ſome of the Fathers call it. All fincere 

T rinitarians do agree, That God is /uus & Trinus, One 

and Three ; but we having nothing in Nature like this, we 

know not by what Names to call it : Thoſe who have moſt 
critically examined the force of words, find them all upon 

ſome account or other defeive, or improper for this pur- 

poſe: That St. Auſtin well ſaid, That 

in theſe Sublime Myſteries we can no —# nec dicuntur ut cogitantur, 
/ more expreſs what we conceive of them Trink Com > Nets AO 
'in Words, than we can_conceive of 
{them as they are. When we profeſs to believe that there 

are Three in the Unity of the Godhead, the next queſtion is, 

What T hree they are? That is,By what common Naine to 

call them, whica may be multiplied with them, or ſpoken 

of them in the Plural Number ; which 

St. Auſtin thinks not eaſily found, The cim ergo queritur quid tris 
Greeks called them Three Fypoſlaſes, quid mes, cenferions ner 6d i 
which ſignifies Three Individual Sub- ale a——_— n—_— = 
ſtances: This ſeemed hard to the Latins, "_ oque — on = 
who acknowledged but One Subſtance in A PPrremirentis eons 
the Godhead, = therefore they called Trinl? ” 7 o—_ —_— 
them Three Perſons; though this did 

not ſatisfy St. Auſtin, who looked upon 4d /* 9uippe ( w9 _— 
Perſon as an Abſolute, not a Relative — ——_— I's 
Term, and therefore the Plural Predi- <«. 6. 

cations would not agree with his Rule, 

que ad ſe dicuntur ; that what is predicated abſolutely , 

muſt be predicated only in the Singular Number : And in 

truth, if this be a good Rule, it is a demonſtration that 

there can be no common Name for theſe Three ;- for what- 

ever 1s a common Name for them all, muſt be abſolutely 
predicated of each of them: And therefore St. Auſtin 

C could 


Cur ergo 
non hac 
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could give no other reaſon why we ſay Three Perſons, and 
not Three Eſſences, or Three Gods, but only this, That 
ſince we acknowledge there are Three , it is fitting to 
2grce upon ſome common Name to denote the Trinity by ; 
and Eccleſiaſtical Uſe had given this Signification to the 


word Perſon. 


tria ſimul unam Pcrſonam dicimus, ſicut unam Eſſentiam, & unum Deum, ſed tres dicimus Perſonas, 
cim tres Devs, aut tres eſſuntias non dicamus, niſi quia volumus vel unum aliquod vocabulum ſerwire 
huic ſignificationi qua intelligitur Trinitas, ne omnuino taceremus interrogati, quid tres, cum tres eſſe 


fateremur. Ibid. 
Quidigitur reſtat, niſi ut fatcamur, loquendi ncceſſitate partita hac vecabula, &c. 1. 7. c. 4. 


But then beſides this, the great Diſpute is, What is meant 
by a Perſon, when applied to the Three in the Bleſſed Tri- 
nity : Some adhere to the old approved Definition of 'a 
Perſon, That it is the Individual Subſtance of a Rational 

Nature 3 which is the very definition of 


\- we; —_— cam quan the Greek Hypoſtafis, as Boetins owns. 
ay FF TErmInaUts ba . . 
ce beth Others are atraid of this ; for if every 


»#1us, Boet, de Una Perſona Chriſti. 


Perſon be an Individual Subſtance, and 
there are Three Perſons, they know not how to avoid the 
Conſcquence, That then there are Three Individual Sub- 
{tances in the Trinity. And conſequently, ſince we can 
have no other Notion of the Divine Subſtance, but Infi- 
rite Mind and Spirit, there muſt be Three Infinite Minds 
_ Spirits in the Godhead, which they think infers Three 
Gods. And therefore they will not allow a Perſon to be a 
(Subſtance, at leaſt not an Individual Subſtance, but a Mode, 
or at moſt a Mode of Subſiſtence, or Relation, or Property, 
or a Perſon, in the Tragedian or Comedian ſcnle of a Per- 
ſon, as one repreſents and perſonates another ; or to ſigniſy 
an Office or Magiſtracy, and ſo one man may be as many 

ſeveral Perſons as he has Offices. 
I can*t anſwer for all theſe different ſignifications of the 


word Perſon, as applied to this Sacred Myſtery, eſpecially 
| as 
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as they are uſed by ſome Modern Writers ; for I believe 

there is no ſuch material difference between the Fathers and 

the Schools, as ſome men imagine ; of which more here- 
after : But as to my preſent purpoſe, I muſt profeſs, I can 

ſce no neceſſity why we mult find out a Common Name 

for the Three in the Bleſſed Trinity, when the Scripture 

has given us no Common Name for them ; much leſs why 

we thould difpute eternally about the propriety and uſe of 

ſuch words, to hazard the Catholick Faith, at leaſt the Ho- 

nour and Reputation of it, together with the Peace of the 
Church. It Tam 2sked not only W ho but What the Three | 

in the Ever-bleſſed Trinity are2 I know no better Anſwer <4 
to make, than what the Scripture has favght me, That \<©..4 
they are God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt 3 \ 
which ſignifies all that can be expreſs'd by any Artificial * 
and Unſcriptural words ; is an Anſwer liable tSMGExcepti- | 

ons of Miſrepreſentations, and in which all muſt agree, / 
who believea Trinity ; and it ſhames and ſilences all thoſe \ 
Diſputes which are often occaſioned by other words, though {/ 
never ſo wiſely and reaſonably choſen. 

This Anſwer ſhews us what their Nature is, what their 
DiſtinQion is, and what Relation they ſtand in to each /...--» 
other; which is the moſt perfe&t knowledge we_can have } + 
of the Ever-bleſſed Trinity in this world. "RS ATMY 
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That the Title of G o v, attributed im Scripture diſtinf- 
ly to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, gives us the beſt 
Account of their Nature, and muſt determine the Signis 
fication of Eccleftaſtical Words. | 


I. S for the firſt, the deſign of ſome common Name 
for theſe Three, is to form ſome common Notion 
and Idea of them, in which they all agree: And is any 
thing elſe ſo common to them ? Is there any thing elſe 
which is common to them, but the Name and Nature of 
God 2 Can any thing elſe give us ſo true and perfedt a Cha- 
racer and Idea of each of them, as this does? When we 
fay the Father is God, the Son 1s God, the Holy Ghoſt is 
God, we attribute every thing to each of them, which ſig- 
mmifies any PerfeQtion 3 for the Idea of God comprehends 
all poſſible Perfetions : And we reject every thing which 
| has the leaſt ſgnification of Imperfeftion ; we abſtract 
{our minds from all Material and Creature-Images, which 
'Names common to Creatures are apt to impoſe upon us ; 
'and when we are forced to apply any ſuch Names to God, 
we learn from hence in what Notion to underſtand ſuch 
| Words, when applied to God. | 
Men may very ſubtilly diſtinguiſh between the formal 
Conceptions of Nature , Eſſence , Subſtance , Hypoſtaſis , 
Exiſtence, Subfiſtence , Perſon , Perſonality , Suppojitality, 
and the like, and neither underſtand God nor Creatures 
much the better for it : Bur let them but tell us what they 
mean by theſe Terms, and then every Child can tell whe. 
ther they belong to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, or not : 
For as far as they are included in the Notion of God, and 
ſignify 
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ſignify true Divine PerfeCtions, fo far they belong to all 
Three: For if the Father be God, the Son God, and the / 


Haly Ghoſt God, then Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, each 


of them by themſelves are whatever is included in the No-) 
tion and Idea of God, excepting their Relations of Father, \ 
Sn, and Holy Ghoſt, whereby they are diſtinguiſhed into ) 


Three. 

As for Example: If by Nature, Eſſence , Subſtance , 
Exiſtence, Subfiſtence , however they may differ in their 
formal Conceptions, they only mean a true and real Being, 
who actually, perfectly, compleatly is what it is ; God 15 
Eſſence, Subſtance, Subfiſtence, in the moſt perfect ſenſe 
of all ; for he is All Being 3 his Name is Fehowvah ; which 
as Learned Men moſt probably conclude, ſignifies a Pleni- 
tude and Perfe&tion of Being, which is ſuch a PerfeQion 
as includes all other PerfeQions in it; for Perfet Being is 
every thing which perfectly is. 

This is the peculiar Name and eſſential CharaRer of 
God, and of God only : God is, that is, is Eternal, Eſſen- 
tial, Immutable Life and Being ; in which ſenſe the Apo- 
ſtle tells us, That He only has Immortality. Creatures are, 
but are not Eſſential Life and Being : Being is not inclu- 
ded in the formal Conception or Definition of any Created 
Nature. Man is a Reaſonable Creature, was a true Defini- 
tion of Human Nature, before any man was created ; and 
would be ſo for ever, though all mankind were annihilated. 
And therefore we may reaſonably enough in Creatures di- 
ſtinguiſh between Nature, Subſtance, Exiſtence,Subſiſtence ; 
if by Nature we underſtand that Idea or Pattern according 
to which they are made; and by Subſtance, that which is 
made, whatever it is, whether Matter or Spirit, which is the 
Subjz& of thoſe Moral or Natural PerfeQions which belong 
to the Idea of ſuch a Creature ; and by Exiſtence and Sub- 
ſiſtence, their a&tual Being, which they receive from their 
Maker, with regard to their compleat or incompleat manner 
of Exiſtence. But 
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But now we can form no Idea of God without perfe&t 
life and being ; tor whatever elſe, according to our imper- 
f:& manner of conceiving, 1s contained in the.Idea of 
God, is nonſenſe and contradiction without it : Infinite 
Wiſdom, Infinite Power, and Infinite Goodneſs, is the 
Idea of nothing, without Eternal and Neceſſary Being ; 
and an Infinitely Perte&t Nothing is a contradiCtion in the 
very Notion. Burt Infinite, Pertc&, Lite, and Being, in- 
cludcs all other PerfeQtions, and is the moſt ſimple and 
comprehenſive Idea of God ; for whatever perfely is, 1s 
whatever is any real Pertection. So that there is no foun- 
Cation, nor any occaſion, for ſuch Diſtin&tions, of Eſſence, 
Nature, Subſtance, Exiſtence , Subſiſtence, in God ; for 
his Efſence, Nature, Subſtance, is his Being ; and his Bzing 


is perfect Exiſtence and Subſiſtence. Theſe Terms differ 


in their formal Conceptions, when applied to Creatures ; 


but in effential Life and Being, theſe cannot be formally 
diſtinguiſhed ; for we cannot conceive Exiſtence or Subſi- 
ſence, as ſuperadded to Nature, as we do in Creatures ; 


becauſe Neceſſary Eſſential Being, is the Divine Nature ; 


'Nor can we diſtinguiſh between Eſſence, Nature, and Sub- 


ſtance, becauſe there is nodiſtin ion in God between the 
Subje&t, and its Faculties and Powers, which is the Foun» 
dation of that diſtinAtion in Creatures. Men, who do not 


Jove to uſe words without any Notion belonging to them, 


find themſelves extremely puzzled to fit any diſtin Ideas 
to theſe words when applied to God. 

When the Fathers and Schoolmen apply theſe Terms to 
God, they take care to ſhew how differently they are uſed 
when applied to God, from what they ſignifie when ap- 
plicd to Creatures : They aſſert the moſt abſolute ſimpli- 
city of the Divine Nature without the leaſt compoſition, 
and indeed expound all theſe Terms tothe ſenſe of 7! #) & 
Eſſe, to fignity the moſt Abſolute Being, or the moſt Per- 
tet 7s, the 5 @v, who is Simple, Perte& Exiſtence : One. 
St. Auſtin, 


St. Auſtin, whoſe Authority is facred in 
the Schools, will furniſh us with fay- 
ings enough to this purpoſe. Nothing is 
more certain With him, than that in 
God, to Be, to Live, to Underſtand, 


or Whatever <clſe we can attribute to 


God, is all the ſame, is Perfe&t Being, 
or Eſſence: And therefore he owns the 
impropriety of thoſe Terms, Subſtance, 
and Subſitence, when applied to God, 


But notwithſtanding this, that God 


is the moſt Pure Simple Being, without 
any imaginable compoſition, yet ſince 
we cannot comprize all that is neceſſary 
for us to know of God, in one ſimple 


uncompounded thought, we' muſt un-) 
avoidably conceive the Idca of God by, 
Parts, under different formal Concepti- \ 
ons, Tuch as bis Wiſdom, his Power, | 
his Goodneſs, his Truth and Faithful- 
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Prima & ſumma vita, cui non 
aliud et vivere, & aliud eſe, ſed 
idem eft eſſe & wivere. Primus & 
Jummns inteleftus, cui non eft aliud 
wivere, & aliud intelligere, ſed id 
quod eff intelligere, hoe wivere, hoc 
eſſe eff, unum onnia. Aug. de Tr. 
I. 6. c. 10. 


Si tamen dienum eff, ut Deus 
dicatur ſubſitere .— Deus autem i 
ſubſiſtit ut ſubſtantia proprie dici 
poſfit, ineft in eo aliquid tanquam 
in ſubjetto, & non eft ſimplex. — 
Nefas eit autem dicere ut ſubſiſtat, 
& ſubſit Deus bonitati ſug.s- 
Unde manfeftum eff, Deum abuſive 
Jubſtantiam wocari, ut nomine uſita- 
tiore intelligatur eſſentia, quod vers 
&- proprie dicitur, ita ut fortaſſe 
ſolum Deum aici oporteat eſſe eſſen- 
Hiam,.—— Ego ſum qui ſum, & qui 
eft miſit me ad wes. Id. 1. 7.c.- 
4, 5» 


fulneſs, &c. for ſuch diſtin& repreſentations as theſe,” 


-- 


PR Ts 


what we can diltindly apprehend, and are abſolutely ne-""" 
ccllary for the Government” of our lives, and to know { 


what we are to expect from God. 


But ſuch diſtinRions as - 


wecan frame no diſtin conceptions of, as are apt to cor-.- 
rupt our Notions of God with corporeal Repreſentations, , 


and perplex our Minds. with endleſs an 


inextricable diff- / 


culties, ought to be cautiouſly uſed, and carefully explain-\ 
ed, to prevent all miſtakes, and to reduce them to ſuch | 
plain and ſimple Notions, as come neareſt to the abſolute ? 


fmplicity of the Divine Eſſence. 


And now, [ ſuppoſe, it will admit of no diſpute, Whe- 
ther the Fathcr, who is God, be Eflence, Subſtance, Sub- - 
ſiſtence; or whether the Son, who is God, be Eſlence, 


Subſtance, - 


— 
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Subſtance, Subſiſtence ; and ſo in like manner the Holy 
Ghoſt. For this ſignifies no more than 7o Be in the moſt 
perfet and abſolute ſenſe of Being, which is the firſt and 
moſt ſimple Idea of God, Abſolute Eſſence and Being. So that 
if the Father is, the Son is, and the Holy Ghoſt is ; each of 
them is Eſſence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, in the moſt Per- 
fet and Abſolute ſenſe of theſe Terms : "For if each of 
them is, and each of them is God; each of them is, only 
in that Notion of Being, which is included in the Idea of 
God, which contains the moſt abſolute Perfetion of Be- 

_ ing; that is, all that is abſolucely Perfect. And will any 
T rinitarian deny, That the Father is, the Son is, and the 
Hely Ghoſt is > And then I know not what other Diſpute 
there can be about this matter ; if the Father be God, the 
Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, then the Father is, 
' the Son is, and the Holy Ghoſt is, in the moſt Perfet No- 
\tion of Bzing, and that is all that is meant by Eſſence, Sub- 
ſtance, Subſiſtence, when ſpoken of God. 

In the ſame manner we may examine the fignification of 
the word Perſon, which has occaſioned no ſmall Diſpute. 
We fay that there are Three Perſons in the Godhead, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; and each of theſe Divine 
Perſons is in himſelf True and Perfet God. Now if we 
muſt call theſe Divine Three, Three Perſons, ( which long 
Uſe and Cuſtom has made Reaſonable, and in ſome mea- 
ſure Neceſlary ) the moſt certain way to determine the ſig- 
nification of Perſon, when applied to God, is to confi- 
der in what ſenſe one who is True and Perfe&t God, may be 
called a Perſon ; for G O D is the Scripture Name and 
Character which is diſtinQly attributed to Farther, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt ; and therefore that muſt give the Significa- 
tion to all other words of Human Uſe and Inſtitution, as 
far as relates to this Myſtery. 

Theſe words Perſon and Hypoſtafis, were very anciently 
uſed, without any Definition to determine their Significa- 


tion, 


tion, till they became matter of diſpute. 


us a definition of Perſon ; which has been generally allowed | 
of ever ſince, that a Perſon is an individual Subſtance of a” 
rational Nature. Let us then examine whether this definition 
can belong to a Divine Perſon, to one who is True and 


Perfect God. 
As for Subſtance, Boetius tells us, That 


it is eſſential to the Notion of Perſor ; / 


for a Perſon cannot ſubſiſt in Accidents, 
( much leſs in Modes, which are leſs 


ed it, Perfett Being and Eſſence : As 
St. Auſtin expreſly tells us, That in God, 
to Be, and to be a Perſon, is the ſame 
thing; and that when we ſay the Perſon 
of the Father, we mean nothing elſe but 
the Subſtance of the Father ; and thus it 
is with reſpe& to the whole Trinity. 


It is certain St. Auſtin never dream'd of defining a 
Perſon , much leſs a Divine Perſon, by a Mode : For 
to make a Perſon, who is God; and therefore the 
moſt Perfe&t Being, a Mode, which if it be any thing , 
is next to nothing, no Subſtance, but a meer Modifi- 
cation of Subſtance, is both new Divinity, and new 
Philoſophy, unknown either to Fathers or School- 


men. 

But meer Subſtance can't make a Per- 
ſon, unleſs ir be a Living, Underſtand- 
ing Subſtance, the Subſtance of a ratio- 
nal Nature: And this muſt be the No- 
tion of a Perſon, when applied to God ; 


for God is Pure Infinite Mind and Intclle&t, the Firit and 
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than Accidents); and it is certain no / 

other Notion of Perſon can belong to one who is God : For 
a Perſon who is God, muſt be Sub/tance in the moſt Per- 
 fetand Abſolute ſenſe; that is, as I have already explain- 


4 


of 


Boetius has given 


Perſonam in atcidentibus non 
poſſe conſtitui, relinquitur ergo, ut 
Perſonam in Subſtantiis dici convue= 
niat, Boet» de una Chriſti Per- 


Non enim aliud eft Deo efſe, alind 
Perſonam eſſe, ſed omning idem. 

Neque in hac Trinitate, cum dis 
cimus Perſonam Patris, aliud diti« 
mus, quam Subſtantiam Patris, 
Aug. Tr.L 7. c. 6, 


Perſonam in Subſtantiis dici con- 
Veniat =—— 01 autem in non vi- 
wentibus corporibus, wel ſenſu caren» 
tibus, wel intelleliu & ratione. 


Boer. ibid. 


Supreme 
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Supreme Life and Intellet; in whom, to Live, to Under-- 
ſtand, and to Be, is the ſame thing ; as I obſerved beſore 
from St. Auſtin; and if a Divine Perſon ſignifies One who 
is God, every Perſon in the Godhead 1s Supreme Abſolute 
Life and Intellet : And this is what we muſt underſtand by 
a Perſon, when we ſay, That the Father is a Perſon, the 
Son a Perſon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Perſon ; for no other 
Notion of a Perſon can belong to any one, who is True and 
Perfect God. 

There is another Term of great conſideration in this de- 
finition, which ſtill remains to be Explained, and that is 
Individual, That a Perſon is an Individual Subſtance of a 

Rational Nature ; which Boetius oppoſes 
In univrſalibus Perſona dici non tO Tnrver ſal Subſtances, which are no- 
poreſt, ſea in ſmga,ar,0s argue i thing elſe but the abſtracted Notions of 
NS _ generical or ſpecifick Subſtances ; which 
Cim ioſe Subantie in Univer. DaVE NO real and aQtual Subſiſtence, and 
ipſe Subſtantie in Unive 
ſalibus quidem ſint, in particulari» therefore are not properly Subſtances, 
ns foetion, ” but only the [deas of Subſtances, and 
EEE Tract) avzels, therefore are not Perſons neither ; for 
werunt, 1d. Subſtance and Perſon are only in Singu- 
lars and Individuals, which Subſiſt by 
themſelves. Thus Human Nature conſidered in general as 
common to all Mankind, has no aQtual Subſiſtence, and 
therefore is not a Human Perſon, but it ſubſiſts-only in 
particular Men, and that makes every particular Man a 
Human-Perſon ; for the Perſon of the Man, is nothing but 
the Man himſelf. And ſo St. A»/tin tells us it is in the Holy 
Trinity; the Perſon of the Father, is the Father himſelf; 
and the Perſon of the Son, is the Son himſelf; and if 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are Three, they muſt be 
Three Perſons ; for each of them is himſelf, and not the 
others and Three Selfs are Three Perſons; 7, znd Thou, and 
He, are Perſonal Pronouns: I my ſelf, You thy ſelf, He 
limſfelf; by which Argument the Catholick Fathers — 
again 
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againſt the Sahe/ians, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
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are Three Perſons, by theſe Perſonal Pronouns, which the 


Scripture applies to them ; as our S1viour ſpeaks of himſelf 
in the firſt Perſon, 7 aud my Father; of his Father in the 
Second Perſon , 1 thank Thee, O Father ; of the Holy Ghoſt 
in the Third Perſon, when He the Spirit of truth ſhall come. 
Now 7, and Thou, and He, muſt ſignifie Three diſtinct 
Perſons, or Three Selfs : Perſon indeed, as St. Auſtin ob- 
ſerves, is not a Relative Term, but is ſpoken ad /e of the 
thing it ſelf: For if Perſon were a Relative, then as we 
fay, The Father is the Father of his Son, ſo we muſt ſay, 
The Perſon of the Father is the Perſon of the Son, which 
is abſurd 3 but yet Perſon muſt be predicated Plurally ac- 
cording to the number of Selfs ; for as many Selfs as 
there are, ſo many Perſons are there ; for Selfs make 
numbers, becauſe one ſelf is not another. 'Three ſingu- 
lar intelligent Selfs, ſingulares intelligentes, as Melanttou 
calls them, is the proper Notion of Three Perſons ; 
and in this ſenſe, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, are 
Three Perſons, if each of them be True and Perfe&t 
God. For God is certainly himſelf. If the Father be 
God, the Father himſelf is God; if the Son be God, 
the Son himſelf is God; if the Holy Ghoſt be God, 
the Holy Ghoſt himſelf is God. This is the plain ex- 
preſs DoCtrine of Scripture, and what every man may 
underſtand, and what every one who believes a Trinity 
muſt profeſs, and no man needs believe more. 
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SE CH. 


Theſe Names, Father , Son, and Holy Ghoſt , prove 
the real Diſtinftion of Perſons in the Trmity. 


IT. HESE Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 

eſpecially when the Name G OD is Attributed 
to cach of them, That the Father is God, the Son God, the 
Holy Gheſt Ged, proves a real and ſubſtantial diſtinCtion be- 
tween them ; for theſe are oppoſite Relations which cannot 
meet in the ſame Subje& : For a Father cannot be Father 
to himſelf, but to his Son ;. nor can a Son be Son to himlelf, 
but to his Father ; nor can the Holy Ghoſt Proceed from 
himſelf,nor in this ſenſe be his own Spirit,but the Spirit of the 
Father and Son, from whom he Proceeds. And therefore the 
Father is not the Son, nor the Holy Spirit ; nor the Son the 
Father,or Holy Spirit; nor the Holy Spirit either Father or 
Son: And yet, it each of them be God, each of them Per- 
fetly is, or i Perfect Being, and therefore are as Perfely 
Diſtinct, as three which perfetly are, and are not one 
another, To talk of Three Diſtin&t Beings, Sub/tances, 
Minds, or Spirits, may be Miſrepreſented by perverſe 
Wits, to the prejudice of the Divine Unity, though the 
Catholick Fathers, beſides ZHypoſtafts, did not ſcruple to 
uſe the fame, or other equivalent Expreſſicns, concerning 
the Holy Trinity, when they diſputed againſt the Sabelli- 
ans ;. yet if we bclieve a Trinity, whether we will or no 
we muſt acknowledge Three ; cach of which Perfectly 7s, 
or is Perfed Being, and no one 1s the other: For it we 
deny this, we mult either deny, that the Father 7s, or 
that the Son 7s, or that the Holy Ghoſt 7s; and to deny 
either of theſe, is to deny a Tuwnity. 


And 
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And if it be Objeed againſt this, That according to. 
St. Auſtin's Notion, ( though it was not peculiarly his, but 


common to all the Greek and Latin Fathers, nay to the 
Schoolmen themſelves, and muſt be owned by all Men of 
Senſe ) that eſſe, wvivere, intelligere, ſapere, velle, bonum 
eſſe, magnum eſſe, &c. to be, to live, to underſtand, to 
be wiſe, to will, to be good, and to be great, or what- 
ever elſe we can attribute to the Divine Nature, is but 
unum-omnia, all one and the ſame in God : I fay, if it be 
Objected, that the conſequence of this is, That to ſay, 


that in this ſenſe of. /s, the Father 7s, the Son 7s, the. 


Holy Ghoſt 7s, is equivalent to aſſerting Three Diſtin& 
Subſtances, Minds, Spirits, Lives, Underſtandings, Wills,&c. 
in the Trinity, I cannot help it. St. Auſtin was never yet 
charged with Tritheiſm. Let them either deny what 
St. Auftin and the reſt of the Fathers teach about this mat- 
ter, and try if they can defend the abſolute Simplicity of 
the Divine Nature without it; or let them deny, if they 
think good, that the Father 7s, the Son 7s, and the Holy 
Ghoſt 7s, in this Notion of Periect and Abſolute Being ; 
or try if they can find ſuch a medium between Perfe& Is; 
and zs wot, as can belong to any Being which is True and 
Perfet God ; or allow. ( which is the true ſolution of it ) 
that 7s, and 1s, and 1s, Effence, and Eſſence, and Eſſence; 


are but One Eternal 7s, One Eternal Eſſzxce, as they are - 


but One God : Of which more preſently, 
[ always was of opinion, that theſe Terms'in the plurat 


number,ought not to be familiarly uſed, becauſe few Men can - 


conceive of them, as they are worthy of God ; and therefore 
the Fathers were very cautious in uſing then, which they ve- 


ry rarely did,but when they were extorted from them by the - 
perverſe importunity of Hereticks ; but I cannot ſee how it - 


is poſſible to deny three Selfs, or three 75's in the Unity of 
the Godhead, without denying a Trinity ; and if each of 


theſe Three be himſelf and not.another, and cach of thenr 
#5, 
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Is, and 7s by himſelf; this is the leaſt we can fay of the 
Ever Bleſſ?d Trinity, and this is all with reſpect to their 
DiſtinRtion, that we need fay of them. So that if Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, beſoin a true and proper Notion, 
arc in truth and reality what theſe Names of Father, Son, 
and Spirit, ſignify : That the Father is «An Is 772TVp, 4 
true, proper, natural, Father ; the Son @Anvw; ys, a true, 
proper, genuine, Son ; and the Holy Ghoſt, «>rdw; 79 
719 ue <4, in a true, proper ſenſe, the Spirit of the Father 
and the Son, as the Catholick Fathers always Profeſled ; 
they muſt be as truly and perfectly Diſtindt, as Father and 


' Son are. 


The only Queſtion then is, Whether theſe Names, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ſignify naturally and properly 
when ſpoken of the Holy Trinity, or are only metaphori- 
cal and alluſive Names; though what they ſhould be Me- 
taphors of, is not eaſy to conceive, and as abſurd to con- 
ceive, that there ſhould be any Metaphors in God, who is 
all Perfe& Eſſence and Being. The Divine Nature and 
PerfeQions, which we cannot conceive of as they are, 
may be expreſſed by Metaphors taken from ſome thing 
which is analogous in Creaturesz upon which account we 


read of the Hands, and Eyes, and Ears, and Bowels, and 


'Mouth of God. Creatures may ſerve for Metaphors, for 


' Shadows, and Images, to repreſent ſomething of God to 
' us, but the reality of all is in God. So that we may allow 


Father and Son in ſome ſenſe to be Metaphorical Names, 
when applied to God ; not that God the Father is not in 
the higheſt and moſt perfe ſenſe a Father 3 and his Son a 


/ moſt proper, natural, genuine Son , but becauſe the 
' Divine Generation is ſo perfet a Communication of the 


Divine Nature and Being from Father to Son ; that Human 
Generations, Creature-Fathers and Sons, are but obſcure, 
imperfect images and reſemblances of it. When any 
thing is ſpoken Metaphorically of God, the Metaphor and 
Image 
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Image is always in the Creatures; the Truth, Perfection, 


and Reality of all in God. Andif this be a certain and / 


univerſal rule, then if God be a Father, if he have a Son, 


an only B-gotten Son, Bzgotten Eternally of himſelf, . 
not Made, nor Created, but Bzgotten ; though this Eter- 


nal Generation be infinitely above what we can conceive, 
yet it is evident, that God the Father is more Properly 
and Perfetly a Father, and his Son more Properly and 
Perfe&ly a Son, than any Creature-Fathers or Sons are. 

But, I think, this will admit of no Diſpute, if weown, 
that God has a Son, who is himſelf True and Perfe&t God : : 
For a Son, who is Perfect God, is God of God. That he 
is a Son, proves that he receives his Nature from his Fa- 
ther, for this is Eſſential to the Notion of a Son ; Thar he - 
is Perfet God, proves the Perfection of his Generation / 
from the PerfeQion of his Nature : For to be Perfe4t God, 
of Perfe&t God, is to receive the Whole, Perfe&t, Undivi-" 
ded Nature of his Father, which is the moſt perfect Ge-/ 


neration that is poſſible, for a Whole to beget a Whole.). 


And if God the Father, and his Son, be Truly and Perfect-' 
ly Father and Son, they muſt be Truly and Perfe&tly Di-\ 
ſtint ; That is, they are in a proper ſenſe Two, and by 
the ſame reaſon , Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are / 
Three : And we need no other proof of this, but the ve- | 
ry Names of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, if we under- : 
ſtand them in a proper and natural Senſe. 
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SECHT. Ys 


Theſe Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, prove 


the Unity, Sameneſs, Identity of Nature and Gods 
bead. i 


III. HESE Names of Pather, Son, and Holy 

Ghoſt, as they ſignify and prove a real Diſtin- 
Aion between theſe Three, ſo they alſo ſignify and prove 
the Unity, Sameneſs , Identity of. Nature, and Godhead : 
Which reconciles the Faith of the Trinity with the Faith 
of one God : The ſame One Divine Eſſence and Godhead, 
being and ſubſiſting , Whole , Perte&t, and Entire in each 
of theſe Divine Three. 

I ſhall Explain and Confirm this matter more at large 
hereafter ; and therefore at preſent ſhall only briefly repre- 
ſent this Notion, and the reaſon of it. 

One Eternal S:lf-Originated Divine Nature, is One Di- 
vinity and One God ; and nothing can deſtroy the Unity 
of God , but what deſtroys the Unity of the Divine Na- 
ture, by Diviſion or Multiplication : And if this be the 
true Notion of the Unity of God (and if it be not, I 
would deſire to know, why this is not, and what is ) then 
the Unity of God may be preſerved in Three, each of ' 
whom is True and Perfe&t God, if the ſame One Divine 
Nature, or Divinity, ſubſiſts diſtintly in them all : And 
the very Characters and Relations of Father , Son, and 


Holy Ghoſt, do neceſſarily infer and prove, the fame One 
Divinity in them all : And therefore the Chriſtian Trini- 
ty is ſo far from contradicting , that it cſtabliſhes the 
' Faith of one God: As to explain this in a few words. 


All 
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All Chriſtians agree, 'That Gad, whom we call the Fa= 
ther, is an Eternal Sel-Originated Being;: whorhad no be- | 
ginning of Being, and received his being-from-no other, | 
and that there is no other Self-Originated Bzing, but him» | 
ſclf. This is the Notton: which all. Mankind have. of + | 
One God, That there is cnodobnr ternal,” fOrigis \ 
nated Being or Nature  'and+1f there 'be/( as it 15 certain 
there is ) but one ſuch Nature and Divinity, there can be 
but One God. And this is Eſtabliſhed in the Chriſtian 


Faith, which owns but One God: the Father, whois: chere- | 
fore in Scripture, in a IT manner, called tbe Oxe God, | 


and the Only True Gott. 

Thus fir all Chriſtians are. ads tbur hevn our Arian 
and Socinian Adverſaries flop.: For how can .the Son: be 
God, andthe Holy: Ghoſt be 'God;::if. the Farther be-che0n- 
ly Self-Originated Being, and the'Ove True God.z 

Now the very Notzon of: a San Anſwers chis difhculty, 
or at leaſt proves, that ſo it is, however it may excced'our 
finite Comprehenſion. : _ -j - 

le is Edlentigl-to the Notion-of a:Son;.to be of .anorher, 
of him, whom we-call-his Father, and toreceive the' ſune 
Nature from him. Mam begets a Man, -and God begets 
God ; but there is an infinite diftance between theſe two, 
25 there. is between God-and Creatures: : - 

When:;,Man begets| a Man ;;:' he does: mot Commu”) 
cate his .own whole entire nurherical Nature to his Son,/ 
but with part of his. own Subſtance :Communicates ' the, 
fame ſpecifick Nature to him , or a Nature of the-ſame' 
kind ; and therefore.a Man 2nd his hee TE Q 9 ME» as \ 
having two. particular Nawres;' i the, 
ſame. 

But if we beljeve , that God Ad A [Son --iigutiow by 
him of himſelf, I ay, not :created/ out of "nothing, aor / 
made of ,any other. ;ptxz-exiſtent: Nature:ior Sabftance , 
bur eternally begotten. of: —- —— '\we muſt acknowledge, 

that 
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'that the Father and the Son are perfeQtly One, excepting 
that one is the Father, and the other the Son. 

All men, who know any thing of the Divine Nature; 
know, that God is the moſt Pure, Simple, Uncompound- 
ed Being ; and if God, who has no parts, and cannot be 
divided into any , begets a Son, he muſt Communicate 
his Whole, Undivided Nature to him : For to beget a Son; 
is to Communicate his own Nature to him ; and if he 

have no parts, he cannot Communicate a part, but muſt 
Communicate the Whole ;--that is, he muſt Communicate 
| his Whole ſelf, and be a ſecond ſelf in his Sen. 

Now a Whole, and a Whole of a Whole, are certainly 
two, but not two Natures, but one Nature, not meerly 
Specifically, but Identically One ; for it is impoſſible that 
a:Whole, - which. is Communicated without Diviſion, or 
Separation, ſhould have the leaſt imaginable-diverſity from 
it ſelf, ſo as to become another Nature from -it-ſelf; for a 
W hole of a Whole muſt be perfeQly and identically the ſame 
with that Whole of which it is; for a Whole can be but 
One. This is that-7wvr&ws; goa 1Sameneſs and Identity of 
Nature, which the Fathers aſſert; and:whereon they found 
the Unity of the Godhead. And this is the meaning of 
that diſtintion of: the Schools, between uwuwmrumero, and 
re numerata, one.in-number-and -in-the thing numbred. 
Two muſt -always:be: allowed: to be Two in number, as 

| Father and Sonare, though they are but One in re numerat2, 
' in the Sameneſs-and Identity of Nature, as Chriſt tells us, 

\ I and my Father are One ; # 1n the Neuter-Gender, which 
; muſt relate to Nature, not to Number. 

To diſtioguiſh or multiply Natures, there muſt be ſome 
real or notional diverſity and alterity between them, as 
Boetius. obſerves : But a Whole can-never differ in the leaſt 
from the whole of . which it is, no mere than-the ſame 
Whole can differ from. it ſelf: and it is this Sameneſs -and 
Ideatity, :Which-is called a Numerical Unity of- Nature , 

and . 
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and is peculiar to the Divine Nature, there being nothin 
like it in Creatures : Not that the Divine Nature confi- 
'dered as in the Father, is the ſame in number with the 
Divine Nature as communicated to, and ſubliſting diſtin&- 
ly in the Son; for then the Father and the Son can't be 
two ; forthe Perſon of the Father and his Divinty, or Di- 
vine Nature, is the ſame; and the Perſon of the Son, and 
his Divine Nature is the fame; and if this Onenefs relate to 
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Nature : but a Numerical Unity of Nature does not ex- | 
clude a Number of Perſons, cach'of whom has the whole | 
Divine Nature Perfe&ly and DiſtinRly in himſelf; it does 


not exclude the actual and perfett communication of the 
ſame Divine Nature to more than one, but only excludes 
all imaginableQiverlyy. anu alterity ; and what is not aliud, 
is 4num ; that which is not another thing, another different ' 


Nature, is but One : That is, the Divine Nature is nume- 


rically One, in oppoſition to any other Abſolute, Self-ori- 
ginated Divinity, not 1n == to the Eternal Com- 
munications of its ſelf to the Son_and Hol NATE If 
the Divine Nature; as aQtually and diſtintly ſubſiſting in 

Three, be as perfetly One, as the Idea of God is One, 

as any ſpecifick Notion, ſuppoſe of Human Nature, is 

One; then it is Identically and Nufnerically one and the 

ſame. And indeed this is the true reaſon why the Catho» 

lick Fathers ſo often repreſent the Unity of the Divine 

Nature by Allufions and Metaphors ſignifying a ſpecifick 

Unity 3 becauſe the Divine Nature, as ſubſiſting in Father, 

Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is as perfe&ly one and the fame, as 

the ſpecifick Notion and Idea of any Nature is, which abs 

ſtracts from all the diverſities and differences which are 

found in Individuals. Which one Obſervation will help us 

to expound ſeveral diſputed paſſages in the Fathers, as 1 

could cafily ſhew, were that my preſent buſineſs. 


B 2 Father, 
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Father, Son,, and Holy Ghoſt, though they have one 
undiſtinguiſhed, undiverſified Nature, and therefore are 
One in Nature ; yet are Three in Number, becauſe they 
have this one undivided;, undiſtinguiſhed , undiverſified 
Nature, . after a different manner, which the Greeks called 
T&T. urge, themanner of Exiftence, or the manner 
how they come to be, which though it ſounds very harſhly 
when applied to that which has no beginning of Being, 
( as moſt other expreflions do, when applied to God, and 
Criticized on by perverſe. and Comical Wits) muſt be 
allowed in ſuch a qualified ſenſe: as is proper to an Eter- 
nal Being, or we muſt deny Eternal Generation and Pro- 
ccſſion, which is, though not the beginning, yet a Com- 
munication?” of Being: And thus: the Fathers resn& 
UTaptew;, or Mode, or manner of Exiſtence, and Bing, is, 
that he is Self-originated, and receives his Bzing from no 
other ; the Sos 15,, that he is Eternally Begotten of the 
Father, and receives his Nature: and Being without any be- 
ginaning, from the Father ; the Holy Ghoſt's is, thar he 
Eternally-Proceeds from Father andiSon-;. and this is all 
the diſtin@tion that is between them : They have but one 
undivided, undiverſified Nature; but theſe oppoſite Rela» 
tions neceſfarily prove them Three in Number, as I have 
already ſhewn ;5 though the Divine Eſſence, the res mume- 
rata, isbut One; it being Communicated from Father to 
Son, and from Father and Son to the Holy Ghoſt, Whole 
of Whole 3 which makes it perfe&tly one and the ſame Un- 
divided, Undiverſified ,_ Efſence , Subſiſting Diſtinly , 
but not Szparately, in Three. | 

That this is the true Notion both of the Fathers and 
Schools, and all that the wifeſt Sehoo|men meant by the 
Singularity of the Divine Eſſence and Nature, which 
they acknowledged to ſubſiſt i=» 7ribus Suppofitis, or Per- 
fonis, whole and entire in Three diſtin Perſons or Sub- 
jects, may appear in due time, when Men have recovered 
their 
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their Temper ſo far, as to be capable of hearing Reaſon, 
and of underſtanding plain Senſe. But my only deſign at 
preſent is to ſhew, that theſe Relations in rhe Ever Bleſſed 
Frinity, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Vindicate the 
Faith of the Trinity from the Imputation of Trithei/w. 

Three Gods mull ſignific Three Abfolute, Independenr, 
S2if-originated Divinities, Three ſuch as we acknowledge 
the Perion of the Father to be, who is Infinitely Perfect, 
and is of himſclf; and all the Catholick F:ticrs acknow- 
edge, that Three Fathers would be Three Gods: Three 
fuch Abſolute B2ings, though equally Perfect, and every 
wiy alike, would be Three Divine Sel!-originated Natures, 
or Three Individuals of the ſame ſpzciick Nature; that is, 
Three Gods, as Three Individuals of Human Nature are 
Three men. 

Burt Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not Three Abſo- 


lute Divine Natures, nor Three Individuals of One ſpecis / 


fick Nature, but are Three Singulars of One Individual/ 


Nature, Communicated whole and entire from Father to-/ 
Son, and from Father and Son to the Holy Ghoſt : So that 


there is but one and the fame Divine Nature in all Three, 


and therefore but One Divinity, and One God; unleſs one \ 
and the ſame Divine Nature can be Three Gods. To-/ 


number Three, each of whom is himſelf True and Perfect 
God, does nor prove Three Gods, unleſs you can multiply 


and number Natures too; for One Divine Nature is -but 


One God ; but Three Gods muſt have Three Appropriate, 
and Incommunicable Divine- Natures; which the very 
Relations of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, deny in the 
Chriſtian Trinity. There 1s but One Selt-originated Divi- 
nity in the Perſon of the Father; and the very Name of 


Son proves that he is not of himſelf, but ha d is, all! 
that he has, and is, from the Father, and 1s all that the |; 


Farheris: Hil G1 if G14; now God of God, 1s Another, 
and is True and Perfect God, but is not Another God be- 
cauſe 
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cauſe he receives all from his Father, has the ſame Divine 
Nature that his Father has, has nothing but what his 
Father has, and has all that his Father has ; 7:tus ex Toto, 
Whole of Whole ; which is but One Undivided, Undiver- 
ſifted, One Numerical Whole, One God. 

This ſeems to be the true Reaſon why St. Au/tin, and 
after him the Schoolmen, lay ſuch ſtreſs upon the Relations 
in the Trinity, to falye the Unity of the Divine Nature. 
For by Relations the Schools mean, Relationes Sub/jſtentes, 
Subſiſting Relations, or Relatives, not Relations without a 
Subject ; which St. Auſtin rejets as abſurd : For nothing 
can be Predicated Relatively which has not ſome Being and 
Subſtance of its own to be the foundation of that Relation: 

Onmis efſentis, que relative dci- A Man who is a Maſter, a Man who 1s 
no pa 2 mtky- a Servant, muſt be a Man, or he could 
Ou nm adfe dicuntar, E-ſubten. Or be the Subject of any Relation, either 
tiz ſunt wel (ſſentia; dominus vere of Maſter, or Servant ; and thus, as he 
4 ome Fry gx adds, Father muſt ſignifie a poſitive 
ef, aliqus ſubſtantis, neneſet qui re- Deng, ſomething that he is him- 
lative dominu; diceretur. —— 2va- ſelf, orelſe there 1s nothing to ſuſtain 
/ po JA 0 rr a Relation to another; and the like 
dicatur ad liquid, Aug. de Tri- muſt be ſaid of the Son and Spt- 
.Ait, [. 7. c. 1. rit. 

Now theſe Relations in the Trinity, of Father, Son, and 
Spirit, though each of them have the whole Divine Na- 
ture and Subſtance, do yet prove that there are not Three 
Abſolute Independent Divinities, but only One Divine 
Nature and Subſtance: As St. Auſtin ſpeaks of Father 
and Son, utrunqgue Subſtantia, & utrunque Una Subſtantia ; 
they are both ot them Subſtance, and both of them One 
Subſtance ; for the Son muſt receive his whole Being from 
his Father, and therefore have the ſame One Nature and 
Subſlance that his Father has ; which proves, that a Tri- 
nity .of Relatives can be but One God, becauſe they can 
have but One Divirce Nature in them all. But this is beyond 

my preſent deſign. - Thus 
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Thus I have given a ſhort view of the Catholick Faith 
of the Holy ws Ever Bleſſed Trinity : We are B:prized 
into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Gheſt 3 and if we are Chriſtians, we muſt Believe in 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and we need not believe 
nor underſtand any more than what theſe Names, when 
applied to God, do plainly-and neceffarily ſignify. This [ 
have explained as eaſily and familiarly as poſſibly I could, 


that ordinary Chriſtians, who are not skifled in School ' 


Terms or Subtilties, may know what they are to Believe, 
and ſee the plain Reaſons of it. This is what all Chriſtians, 
who ſincerely Believe a Trinity, areagreed in; That there 
is-an Eternal Father, who has an Erernal Son, and an 
Eternal Spirit, of the ſame Nature with himfelf : That the 
Father is God, God of himſelf; The Son is God, God of 


_ 


God, True and Perfect God, Begotten of his Father from - 


all Eternity ; That the Holy Ghoſt is God, True and Pet- 
fet God, Eternally Proceeding - from Father and Son: 
That the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father, 


nor the Holy Ghoſt Father or Son; but they are Three, . 


truly and really diſtin& from each other : But that Father, 


S5n, and Holy Ghoſt, have all the ſame One Divinity, . 


Communicated from the Father to the. Son, and from 


Father and Son to the Holy Spirit, and therefore are but - 


One God. . All this, as I have ſhewn, is neceſſarily inclu- 


ded in the Names and Relations of Father, Son, and Holy 


Ghoſt; which if they be not empty Names, but ſignify 
any thing real, muſt ſignify all this. - 

And what is there unintelligible in all this? Such a Di- 
ſtintion, , and ſuch an Unity as is fignified in the very 
Names of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, neceſlarily prove 
that God is Three and One: If the Father is himſelf 
True. and Perfet God, the. Son himſelf True and Perfet 
God, the Holy Ghoſt himſelf True and Perfect God, and 
the Father is not. the Son,: nor the Son the Father, 


nor < 
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nor : the Holy Ghoſt either Father or Son, then 
there are Three, cach of whom 1s in himſelf True and 
 perfe@t God, and that is a Divine Trinity : And if the Fa- 
ther communicates his whole Nature without div ifion or ſe- 
paration to the Son, and Father and Son communicate the 
ſame whole Nature to the Holy Spirit, they are in the moſt 
perfect notion One, there being one and the ſame whole 
' entire perfe Divinity in all Three, A Whole, a Whole, 
and a Whole, are Three in number, but are but one Iden- 
tical Nature ; for a Whole of a Whole muſt be the ſame 
\ Whol ; and in this Unity of Nature conliſts the Unity of 
the Godhead. 

I granta Whole of a Whole is very unconceivable to us 
and ſo is the Notion of an Eternal ſelt-originated Being, and 
of Creation, to the full as unconceivable, as the Eternal 
Generation of a Whole from a Whole : But this is a diffi- 
culty in the Notion of an Eternal Generation, not of a 
Trinity in Unity : If God begets a Son, as the Scripture 
aſſures us he has an only begotten Son, he muſt communi- 
cate his own Nature to-him ; and beſides the Teſtimony of 
Scripture, That all the Father has is the Son's, his whole 
Nature and Divinity, Reaſon affures us, that God being a 
pure ſimple Being, without compoſition or parts, if he com- 
municate his Nature to his Son, he muſt communicate it 
whole and entire, without diviſion or ſeparation ; and if 
this be ſo, it is ccrtain, that Father and Son, he who be- 
gets, and he who is begotten, are Two ; and it is as certain, 
that the ſame whole Divinity, communicated by the Father 
to the Son, is but the ſame One Divinity ; and One Di- 
vinity, thcugh actually ſubſiſting in Three, can be but 
One God, not Three Gods: Tr 1s certain, this is the mcſt 
perfect Unity that can be, between Three who are truly and 
really the ſame, and yet diſtin ; for they can nt ver be 
more One, than to be Three Sames, and Three Wholes ; 
for the Communication of a Whole may make a Number, 
but cannot diſtinguiſh or multiply Nature. SECT. 
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SE CF VE 
Concerning the Unity of God. 


UT our Szci#zan Adverfaries, and ſome who would 

not be thought Socinians, have eſpouſed ſuch a Notion 

of One God, as makes the Faith of a Trinity abſolutely 
irreconcilable with the Faith of One God. | 

By One God, they mean One who is God ; but the Faith 
of the Trinity owns Three, each of whom is by himſelf 
True and Perte&t God ; and I grant it is as abſolutely im- 
poſſible to reconcile theſe two, as it is to reconcile Con- 
traditions ; for to ſay that there is but One who is God, 
and to fay that there are Three, each of whom is God, is a 
manifeſt Contradiftion ; and yet without ſaying this laſt, 
we muſt deny a Trinity. Itis in vain to think to ſolve this 
with Words without S2nſe: If there is but One whois God, 
we mult either make Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three 
Names, or Modes, or Manifeſtations of the ſame One Nu- 
merical Divine Perſon ; which was the ancient, exploded, 
anathematized Hereſy of Noetus and Sabellius; or we muſt 
make the Son and Holy Spirit to be mere Creatures, if 
we allow any Perſonality to them, as Arius, Macedonius, 
Paulus Samoſatenus, and ſuch like Hereticks, and our Mo- 
dern Socintans do. 

But we, with the Scriptures and the Catholick Church, 
reject this Notion of the Unity of God, which is to aſſert 
the Unity, but todeny a Trinity. And becauſe this ſeems 
to be ſo prevailing a Notion at this time, I ſhall ſhelter my 
ſelf as well as I can, under the Authority of the Catholick 
Fathers, and the Catholick Church. 

That there is but One God, was always the Faith of the 
Catholick Church, as appears on all the Ancient —— 

ut 
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but then they did not believe in One God, as One God fſig- 
nifies One Divine Separate Perſon 3 which is never ex- 
preſſed in any Chriſtian Creed, but i» One God the Father, 
who has an only begotten Son, and an Eternal Spirit, in 
the Unity of the ſame Godhead. There is no Chriſtian 
Creed, which teaches the Belief of One God who is not a 
Father ; and if the One God be a Father, he muſt have a 
Son of his own Nature and Subſtance ; and the Son of 
God, conſubſtantial with God the Father , muſt be God 
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Nos vero unicum, quidem Deum 
eredimus, ſub hic tamen difpcnſa- 
#1one, quam aconomiam dicimus, ut 
wnici Dei ſit & filius, & ſermo ip» 
ſus, qui ex ipſo proceſſerit , per 
guem omnia fatta ſunt, & ſme quo 
faftum et nihil, Tert. cont. Prax. 
C. 2. p. 501 Oxon. 

Dum unicum, Deum non alias pus» 
tat credendum, quam ſi ipſum eun- 
demmue & Patrem, O& Filium , & 
Spiritum Sanftum dicat , quaſi non 
fie quoque unus fit omnia, dum ex 
uno omnia, per ſubſtantie ſcilicet uni- 
tatem, & nihileminus cuſtodiatur 
aconomia ſacramentum, que unita* 
tem in Trinitatem diſponit, tres di- 
rigens Patrem, & Filium, & Spiri- 


the Son. This is what 7ertullian tells 
us, That there is One God, with his 
Oeconomy, that is, with his only begot- 
ten Son, and Eternal Spirit. The Ca- 
tholick Church ſo believed in One God, 
as to acknowledge Three Perſons, Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, each of 
which is truly and really God, as they 
muſt neceſſarily do, if they believed a 
Trinity : And upon this account they 
were charged with 7ritheiſm, or with 
allerting Three Gods, becauſe they 
owned a Trinity of Divine Subſtantial 
Perſons, really diſtin& from each other, 
each of which is truly and perfealy 


tum SanFum, Ibid. 


God. So that this is no new Charge 
againſt the Aſſerters of a Real and Subſtantial Trinity ; 
and the Ancient Chriſtians had no regard to it; for 7rj- 
theiſm in this Objection ſignified no more than the B-lief 
of the Trinity, or of Three Divine Perſons in the Unity 
of the Godhead, which is the true Chriſtian Faith. As to 
ſhew this briefly : 


In anſwer to this Objeion againſt the belief of a Real 
Subſtantial Trinity, from the Unity of God, they tell us 
it is Judaiſm and Hereſy, to place the Unity of the God- 
head in the Unity of a Perſon; to teach that there —_ 

ne 
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One Divine Perſon, as there is but One 
God. We may find enough to this pur- 
poſe in Tertullian againlt Praxeas, and 
Athanaſius againſt the Sabellians ; in 
St. Hilary, St. Auſtin, and many others. 
Athanaſius commends the Fews for op- 
, poſing the Polytheiſm and Idolatry of 
'the Gentiles : But then he charges them 
with as great Impiety themſelves, in 
denying the Son of God, by whom all 
| things were made, and in accuſing 
\thoſe of Polytheiſm who worſhip the 
Father by the Son. And he exhorts 
his Readers to ſeparate themſelves trom 
thoſe Fudaizers who corrupt Chriſtiani- 
ty with Judaiſm, who deny God of God, 
and teach One God in the Fewi/h Noti- 
on of it : In which he taxes the Sabell;- 
ans, who taught that the Word of Gcd 
is like the Word and Wiſdom of a Man, 
within him, in his Heart and Soul; and 
therefore that God and his Word are 
but One Perſon. 


St. Hilary frequently takes notice of 


this Corruption of the Evangelical 
Faith, as he calls it, under the Pious 
Profeſſion of One God, to deny the 
Only begotten God, to deny Chriſt to be 
born God, or to be True God, but only a 
Powerful Creature, thereby to preſerve 
the Faith of One God, which they 
think the Birth of God does overthrow. 
In which he diſtinaly charges the Sa- 
bellians and Arians ; the firſt tor making 


God but One Perſon, for fear oe” 
2 
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Tudaice 'fidei iſla res eff, fic 
unum Deum credere, ut Filium ad- 
numerare ei nolis, &- poit Filium 
Spiritum, Tert. c. Prax. 


"AM o&y 3m JuxiCouas Gakſe 
Xun, 4 mim ounfeiv Gyu- 
aoſnwowr), + udr F OS Ji G7 
Te mrs Jowrey, dprewwor, x; 
Tis Si ans + maTIea owCo- 
gs eyrgaGvTes mNvdiomiTe. 
Ath. cont. Sabell. Tom. 1, p.65 1, 
Pariſ. 

Xeoerl 5a tu 4 * 9 Iefei' 
Corrwv, ) # yern'viouey Gy 
"I8Suious mexplerczyruy, of | 
+ &% Ts Ows Otdy dpriwwor 
O53 ya abgnndus IsSaios / 
Atyen, Ibid. 
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1 + ©43;, dpa md Adſw gaciv. 
Ibid. 


Quidam ita Evangelice fidei cor- 
rumpunt Sacramentum, ut ſub unius 
Dei pid tanthm profeſſione, nativie 
tatem Unigeniti Dei abnegent == 
Qui ſub unius Dei ſold ſane utili 
ac religio;d predicatione, aut Dewn 
natum Chriſtum negant, aut verum 
Deum non eſſe contendunt, ut Crea* 
tro potentis Creature intra unum 
Deum fidei Sacramentum relinquat, 
quia nativitas Dei extra unius Des 
fidem rehigionem protrahat confitene 


tium, 


ducing 
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| ducing a Trinity of Gods with a Trinity of Perſons ; the 
| other for making Chriſt a mere Creature, though the firſt 
| and moſt powerjul Creature, for fear of making a Sccond 

God, ſhould they have owned him to be God of God, of 


the (ame Subſtance with the Father. 


Scd mos edofti divinitus, neque 
duos Deos pradicare , neque ſolum, 
 hanc Evangelici ac Prophetici pra» 
| con SI OT Dei 
' Patris &+ Dei Fllii afferemus, ut 


num in fide noſtra ſit uterque, non 
nnus; neque eundem utrumque, ne- 


que inter verum O falſum aliud : 
confitenics: quia Dro ex Deo nato, | 


weque eundem nativitas permittit 


eſſe, ntque aliud, Hilar. de Trin. 
bid, 1, 


In oppoſition to this, he tells us what 
the true Faith is, which they have learn- 
cd from Divine Revelation, Neither to 
preach Two Gods, nor Oae Solitary 
Divine Perſon ( for ſo ſolus muſt ſigni- 
fy in this place) ; and undertakes to 
prove both from the Evangeliſts 
and Prophets, That when we profeſs 
our Faith in God the Father, and 


God the Son, we muſt neither own 
God the Father and God the Son to be One Per- 
ſon, as the Sabellians did, nor Two different Subſtances, 

| as the Arians did : For when God is born of God, this Di- 

] vine Nativity will neither admit a Unity of Perſon, nor a 

Diverſity of Nature: For Father and Son, he who begets, 
and he who is begotten, muſt be Two Perſons ; and the 
Son who is begotten of the Subſtance of his Father, muſt 
be conſubſtantial with him. 

It were eaſy to multiply Quotations to this purpoſe, both 
out of theſe and numerous other Ancient Writers ; but 
this is Proof enough, that the Primitive Fathers would not 
be frighted out of the true Catholick Faith of a Real and 
Subſtantial Trinity, by the loud Clamours of 7ritheiſm ; 
burTejetedfnech a Notion of One God, as confined the 
Godhead to Oac Single Solitary Perſon, as Judaiſm, and an 
Anti=trinitarian Hereſy. For we know in what ſenſe the 
Jews owned but One God ; w:z. in the very ſenſe that the 
Soxinans and all Anti-trinitarians do; that is, That there is 

| but One who is God, but One Divine Perſon ; and in this 

ſenſe theſe Ancient Fathers rejected it. 


But 
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But beſides theſe general Sayings, they induſtriouſly con- 
fate this Notion of the Unity of the Godhead, which con- 
fnes it to one (ingle Perſon ; that the One God is ſo One, 
that there is and can be but One Divine Perſon, who is 


true and perfect God. 


The Scriptures both of the 0/4 and New Teſtament do 
expreſly teach, that there is but one God ; This the An- 
cient Hereticks perpetually obje&tcd againſt the Doctrine 


of the Holy and Ever Bleſſed Trinity : 
And St. Hilary obſerves, what danger 
there is in anſwering this Objection, if 
it be not done with | great_caution : For 
it may be equally impious to deny, or 
to affirm it. For the True Catholick 
Faith of One God lies between two 
ſuch contrary Hereſies, as are ready to 
take advantage one way or other, 
whatever Anſwer you give. If you 
own that there is but One God, 
without taking notice, that this One 
God has an only begotten Son, who 
is True and Perfet God, the Arians 
take advantage of this againſt the 
Eternal Godhead of the Son : If you 
fay, That the Father is God, and the 
Son God, and yet there is but One 
God , the Sade/lians hence conclude, 
That Father and Son are but One Per- 
ſon, as they are One God. 

But in oppoſition to both theſe He- 
reſies, he tells us, That though the 
Catholick Church did not deny One 
God , yet they taught God and God, 
and denied the Unity of the Godhead 
both in the Arian» and Sabellian No- 


Cum enim unum Dum prophas' 
ne aſſertio infidelitatis ingereret , | 
O& rurſum unum Deum negare fides | 
ſana non poſſet , traflari de eo non | 
ſme ancipitis pericult conſcientis pa« | 
Fuit, quod non minus impie confire | 
maretuy, quam negaretur, Hil. de 
Trinit. lib. 5. 

Non ignorans, quantum in eo fit, 
vel reſponſionts periculun wel ſilen« 
thi, &* ex utraque opportunitatem 
impietatis expetFany, 

Atque ita ſapientia mundi, que 
ftultitia apud Deum eft, ſpecie blane» 
des & peſtifere ſimplicitatis illude- 
ret , cum hoc fidet ſue conſlitueret 
exordium, in quo ſihi impie aſſenti« 
remur aut adverſaremur. Et per 
hoc utriuſque rei periculum, Dei fi 
lium Deum non eſſe obtineret, quia 
Deus unus ft ; aut extorqueret al- 
rerius hareſcos neceſſitatem , ſi &> 
patrem Deum & filiam Deum con» 
firentes, unum Deum pradicare ſe- 
cundum Sabeltii opinionem impiam 
exiſlimaremur, Ibid, 


Non negantes Deum, unum, ſed. 
Deum & Deum Predicantes Or 
Deum unum nen per unionem docens-. 
tes , neque rurſum ad diverſitatis- 
numerum deſecantes ; neque contre 
in nominibus tantiom confirentes, ſed... 
Deum & Deum, Ibid. 


tion. 


T be Preſent State of the 


tion of One God. And conſequently, That they profeſ- 
ſed to believe God, and God, and God, though not Three 
Gods, but One God ; yet in that very ſenſe which both 
Ancient and Modern Hereticks call Tritheiſm. 

There is no diſpute but the Scripture does very fully 
and expreſly teach us, That there is but One God. ear, 
O Iſrael, the Lord our God is one Lord, 6. Deut. 4. which 
our Saviour himſelf approves, 12. Mark 29. and the Scribe 
expounds 32. Well maſter, Thou haſt ſaid the truth, for 
there is One God, and there is none other but He : And this 
is often confirmed both in the 0/4 and New Teſtament - 
But then the Fathers think that they have an unanſwera- 
ble Argument to prove, That by One God, is not meant, 
that there is but One who is God, becauſe the ſame Holy 
Scriptures which teach us, that there is but One God, do 
attribute the Name, and Dignity, and Power, and all the 
Natural Perfe&tions of God, to more than One. 


St. Hilary exp'ains this Argument at 


Nemint dubium eſſe oportet ad di» 
wvinarum rerum cognitionem aivinis 
utendum efſe Doftrinis—— Non ſub- 
eunt ingenia noſtra in celeftem ſci- 
entiam , neque incomprehenſibilem 
wirtutem ſenſu aliquo infirmitas no- 


ftra concipiet, Hular, 1. 4. de Trin. 


large; the ſum of which in ſhort is this : 
That we muſt learn the knowledge of 
God from Divine Revelation ; for Hu- 
mane Underſtandings, which are ac- 
cuſtomed to Corporeal and Bodily 
Images, are too weak of themſelves to 


diſcern and contemplate Divine things ; nor is there any 
thing in our ſelves, or in Created Nature, that can give 
us an adequate notion and conception of the Nature and 


Ipſi de ſe Deo credendum eft, & 
iis, que cognitioni noſtre de ſe tri- 
buit, obſequendum ; aut enim more 
Gentil um denecgandus eft, ſi tcſtimn- 
wia ejus improbantur ; aut fi, ut 
eff, Deus creditur, non poteft aliter 
de Deo, quam ut ipſe eft de ſe teſt a» 
tus, inteliigi, Ibid. 


Unity of God: We muſt believe God 
concerning himſelf, and his own Na- 
ture, and yield a ready aſſent to what 
he reveals to us. For we muſt either 
deny him to be God, as the Heathens 
do, if we rejedt his Teſtimony ; or if 
we believe him to be God, we muſt 
conceive 
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conceive no otherwiſe of him, than as he himſelf hath 
tavght us. 

| his is very reaſonable, if we believe upon God*s Au- 
thority, To believe all that God reveals, and to expound | 
the Revelation by it ſelf ; not to put ſuch a ſenſe upon 

one part of the Revelation, as ſhall contradi& another ; 

but to put ſuch a ſenſe upon the words, as makes the 

whole conſiſtent with it ſelf. 

As in the preſent Diſpute concerning the Unity of God. 
The Scripture aſſures us, that there is but One God, and 
we believe that there is but One God. Excepting the Ya- 
lextinians, and ſuch kind of Hereticks, all Chriſtians, both 
Catholicks, and Hereticks, agree in this Profeſſion. Bar. 
the Queſtion is, In what ſenſe the Scripture teaches that : 
there is but One God > Whether this One God ſignifies One | 
ſingle Divine Perſon, or One God with his Only begotten 
Son and Eternal Spirit , who have the ſame Nature and \ 
Divinity? — 

The Arians and Socinizns embrace the firſt Senſe of the, 
words, That One God is One Divine Perſon, and for this| 
reaſon will not own Chriſt, or the Holy Spirit, to be True / 
and Pcrfe& God, becauſe there is but One God, and Three \ 
Divine Perſons, they fay, are Three Gods. Now unleſs : 
we will pretend to underſtand the Divine Nature, and the ' 
Divine Unity, better than God himſelf does, we muſt 
refer this Diſpute to Scripture 5 and if we have the fame 

uthority to believe,r Te Divies Perſons.than One, that | 
we have to believe but One God, then the Unity of God | 
in the Scripture-notion of it, is no Tritheiſm, nor any ob- | 
jection againſt the belief of a Trinity ; for there may be ! 
but One only God, and yet Three Divine Perſons in the / 
Unity of the ſame Godhead. 


This is St. Hilarys Argument, and Non negantes Deum unum, ſed eo 
ipſo Autore Deum & Deum, per 


it 1s 2a very _ one, That Moſes quem Deus unus pr adicatus eft, pr as 


himſelf, who has taught us, that there aicanes. 


is 


Atque its now autoritati contra- 
' rium ett, ſed ex autoritate reſpon- 
ſum eft, ne per id filium liceret 
Deum negare, quia ad Iſrael Derss 
. wnus ft; cum confitendi Dei filium 
Deum idem Autor eft, qui Autor eft 
Dei unius pradicand:. Hilar. de 
. Trina. 1. 5. prope initium. 
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is but One God, has taught us to con- 
feſs, God and God; that we have the 
ſame Authority to believe the Son of 
God to be God, that we have to be- 
lieve One God. And therefore, though 
we do, and muſt believe One God, 


we mult not ſo believe One God, as 
to deny the Son of Gou to be God, for this is to con» 
tradi Moſes and the Prophets. 

This Argument he profecutes at large throughout the 
IV** and V*> Books of the Trinity, and alledges all thoſe 
Old Teſtament Proofs for the plurality of Divine Perſons, 
and for the Divinity of Chriſt 3 which, whatever opinion 
ſome Modern Wits and Criticks have of them, have been 
applied to that purpoſe by all Chriſtian Writers from the 
beginning of Chriſtianity ; and were that my preſent Bu- 
ſineſs, might be eaſily vindicated from the Cavils and Ex- 
ceptions of Hereticks. 

St. Paul tells us, That there is One God the Father , of 
whom are all things, and we in him; and One Jeſus Chriſt, 
by whom are all things, and we by him, 1 Cor. 8. 6. 


 Habes ergo Deum ex quo, habes 
Deum per quem ; aut fi id negabis, 
meceſſe eff, id quod fattum et, per 
quem faftum ſit, duceas. 

Quod ergo diftum eft, fiat firma- 
mentum, in eo quod "pater ſit locu- 
ts, oftenditur ; & quod feciſſe Dens 
atcitur, in eo perſona eſficientis eff 
inteligenda, qui faciat. Hilar, de 
Trin. lib. 4. 


St. Hilary finds this God of whom 
are all things, and this Lord by whom 
areall things, in the Moſaical Hiſtory of 
the Creation. And God ſaid, Let there 
be a firmament in the midſt of the waters, 
and let it divide the waters from the wa- 
ters; and God made the firmament, and 
divided the waters, &c. 1. Gen. 6, 7. 


Where, as he applies it, the Father commands, and the 
Son, his Almighty Word, makes all things. ©So the P/a/mi/t 
tells us of = He ſpake, aud it was done; he com- 
manded, and it ſtood faſt, 33.Phl.g. Orasitis in the 148" 


Pſal. 5. He commanded, and they were created. And by 
whom they were created, St. John tells us ; 7y the begine 


» n'ng 
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wing was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word 
was God. All things were made by him, and without him was not 
any thing made,that was made, 1 Joh. r,z.This he thinks proves 
2 plain diſtinRion of jubentis Dei, & facientis Dei, God that 
commands, and God that does; for common ſenſe will not 
allow that they ſhould be one ſingle Solitary Perſon, much | 


more reaſon have we to diſtinguiſh them, when both the-- 
Old and New Teſtament diſtinguiſh them. 


Senſus com- 
munis ins 
telrgentia 


non recipiet, ut in eo quod diflum eft, juſſit & fafta ſunt, ſolitarius atque idem ſignificatus cre» 


aatur. Ibid. 


Caterum, etſi ubique teneo nnam ſubſtantiam in tribus coherentibus, tamen alium dicam opor- 


ret ex neceſſitate ſoaks eum qui jubet, & eum qui facit : 


nam nec juberet, ſi ipſe faceret, dum 


juberet fiert per eum : tamen jubebat , haud ſibi juſſurus ſi unus eſſet ; aut ſine juſſu fatiurus, 
quia non expeFaſſet, ut ſibi juberet, Tert. adv. Prax, c. 12. 


But whatever diſpute this may admit, that Account 
Moſes gives of the Creation of Man, he takes to bean un- 
exceptionable Proof of a Plurality of Divine Perſons; 4nd 
God ſaid, Let us make man in our image,after our likene/s.— So 
God created man in his own image, in the image of God created 


he him, x. Gen. 26, 27. Nowif weun- 
derſtand theſe words as ſpoken by God, 
in the ſame ſenſe as we ſhould and ought 
to underſtand them , had they been 
ſpoken by men, ( which St. Hilary lays 
down as a Principle, That God ſpeaks 
tous as we ſpeak to one another, and ex- 
peCts to be underſtood by us according 
to the common uſe and acceprtation of 
ſuch forms of ſpeech ) then let &s 
make man in Our Image, after Our Like- 
neſs, cannot ſignify a ſingular and foli- 
tary Perſon ;- for ſuch a form of ſpeech 
naturally imports a Plurality of Per- 
ſons, and a common Nature and Like- 
neſs. No ſingle ſolitary _— ſpeaks 


Hac aut nega Scripta, aut quis es, 


ut non putes accipienaa quemadmodum 
Scripts ſunt ; maxime que non in 
Allegoriis © Parabolis, ſed in d-fi- 


nitionibus, & certis & ſimplicibus | 


habent ſenſum. ” Terr. adv. Prax. 
"WF ; * 


Deus enim per Legiſlatorem ſecun« 
dum intelligentiam noſtram locutus 
eft: Verbis videlicet quibus uti ipſe 
0s voluit, cognitionem eorum nobis, 
qua geſſit, impertiens, Hilar. Ibid. 


Suftult (ingularis intelligentiam | 


profeſſione conſortii ; Conſortium aus- 
tem efſe aliqued ſolitayio ipſe ſibi non 
poteſt, 


| 
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Quid cnim tam alienum ab co qui 
folus eſſet, ut ſibi faciendum dicerct, 
cum Toluutate tantum opus &, ut 


fever. \ 


Krone rurſum recipit ſolit arii folis 


.* Ta g 
' Tudo , Faciamus, 7oque quijg' 2m 


alieno 3 ſc Noſtram loquiziry, uierque 
fermo, & faciamus, & moſt» 1h, ©.* 
felttarium e-rmdemgque non patitur, 
ita negue diverſ..i.: a ſje alientmque 
fegnificar. 

Cognita per id, quod neſftr am imas 
ginem dicit , non etiam magines 
noſiras, unius in utroque proprictate 


nature, Fil, Ibid. 
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to himſelf to do any thing, but only 
wills and chuſes what to do, and exe- 
cv:es his own purpoles 5 much leſs does 
he ſpeak to himſelf im the Plural Num- 
ber, which in common uſe ſignifies 
ſome Companions and Partners in the 
work. L:t ©s make, cannot fignify 
One ſingle Perſon, nor can Our Image 
admic Two Perſons of an unlike and 
diflerent Nature, when the Image is but: 
one and the ſame 3; and therefore this 
muſt prove, that there are more Divine 
Perſons than One, and that they have 
all the ſame Divine Nature. 


Were God but one ſingle and ſolitary Perſon, this would 


, be a moſt unaccountable form of ſpeech ; and: there can 
| be no pretence to put ſuch a harſh ſenſe on the words, un- 
'Jeſs we certainly knew that there was no other Divine Per- 
ſon, but he who ſpoke; but then if inſtead of knowing 
this, we certainly know the contrary 3: that when God 
made the World he was not alone, but had his Eternal Sub- 
ftantial Wiſdom, the Perſon of the Eternal Word with 
him, by whom he made the world,. this puts the matter 
out of doubt: And this St. Hilary proves from that: ac- 
count which. So/omon gives of Wiſdom, 8. Prov. 22, &c. [ 
|7 he Lord poſſeſſed me in the beginning of his-way, before his a 
| works of old. 7 was ſet up: from- everlaſting, from the begin- | 
\ ing, or ever the earth was. — Then T was by him, as one 
' brougbt up with him, rejoicing always before him: And there- 
fore the Pather was not alone, and did' 
not ſpeak to himſelf when: he made the 
world; his own Wiſdom, a Divine 
Eternal Perſon, co-operating with him, : 
and rejoicing in- the Perfection of his 1 
Works... " 


Non ergo im fabricatione mundi ſo- 
[ litarius Pater (ibi loquitur, ſapientid 
| ſua ſerum & co operante, & conſum- 
| m874.c0 operatione gaudente, Ibid. 
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But beſides this, he proves at large, that the Angel 
which ſo often appeared to Abraham, FZagar, Jacob, to / 


Moſes in a Burning Buſh, and is in expreſs terms cal-! 


led God, the Judge of the world', the God of Abra- | 
ham, and 1ſaac, and Jacob, was not a Created Angel, / 


nor God the Father , and yet was True and Perfet: 
God, even the Son of God, who in the ſulneſs of time 
became Man 3 and adds ſeveral Paſſages in the Pſalms 


and Prophets, which plainly own a Divine Perſon, di- 
ſtint from God the Father, to be True and Perfet 


God. 


I need not tell thoſe who are acquainted with the. 
Writings of the Ancient Fathers, that they all in- | 
fiſt on the fame Arguments to prove the ſame thing; / 


that there is not in any one point a more univerſal Con- | 
ſent amongſt them, which is too Venerable an Autho-' 
rity to be over-ruled by Criticiſm ; it being no leſs than 


a Traditionary Expoſition of Scripture, from the Apo- | 
ſtolick Age. But I am no further concerned in this at -/ 


preſent, than to ſhew what Notion the Catholick Fa- 
thers had about the Unity of God. Theſe Fathers did 
not fence againſt the ObjeRtion of Tritheiſm, by dis 


ſtinguiſhing away the Divinity of the Son, and of | 
the Holy Spirit, by making the Son God ex accidents, 


& ſecundum quid ; for they knew nothing of an acci- 
dental or ſecundum quid God ; which I muſt own ſounds 
to me very like Blaſphemy and Contradiction ; ' that 
when this Name God, ſignifies the moſt neceſſary and 
abſolutely Perte&t Being , any Perſon to whom this 
Name does naturally and eſſentially belong, ſhould be 
God by Accident , or only in a limited and qualified 
ſenſe: But without fearing the Charge of Tritheiſm, 


Perfon diſtin from the Father, but as Real and Sub- 
ſtantial a Perſon, and as truly and perfetly God, as 
G 2 the 


they with Moſes and the Prophets own another Divine 
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Tert, adv. 
ÞFr acc at. 


the Father is: Infomuch that Tertullian , when he had 


The Preſent State of the 


alledged that Text, 45. Pſal. 6, 7. which the Apoſtle 
to the Hebrews applies to Chriſt, 1. Heb. Thy throne, 
0 Ged. is for ever and ever, the ſcepter of thy Kingdew 
is a right ſcepter. — Therefore God thy God hath anoint- 
ed thee with the ol of gladneſs above thy fellows ; was not 
afraid to add, Ecce Daos Dees! Behold Two Gods! That 
is, Two Divine P-rfons, each of whom 1s by himſelf 
truly and eflentially God ; for notwithſtanding this , 
he would not ſay there are Two or Three Gods, and 
gives his reaſon for it: He owned a Plurality of Gods, 
even Tritheiſm it ſelf, in that ſenſe of the word 7ri- 
theiſm which the Arians and Sabellians objeed againſt 
the Faith of the Trinity, as Three Gods ſignify no 
more than Three Divine Subſtantial Perſons, each of 
whom is truly and perfe&tly God, as having diſtinaly 
in himſelf the whole and perfe& Divine Nature; but this 
he and the other Fathers deny to be 7ritheiſm; they are God, 


and Gerd, and God, but not Three Gods : And they think 


—_nw=w=—_— 


o 


it a ſufficient proof, (as any man would, who believes 
the Scripture ) that this is not the Scripture-Notion 
of Tritheiſm, becauſe the ſame Scripture which teaches 
us that there is but One God, attributes not only 
the Name and Title of God, but the Divine Nature 
and PerfeRtions, to more Perſons than One. And this 
is the only Anſwer that need be given , and the beſt 
Anſwer that can be given to this ObjeQtion of 7ri- 
theiſm ; for God knows his own Nature, and his own 
Unity beſt: And it is enough for us to acknowledge 
God to be One, as the Scripture teaches him to be 
One ; that is, that there is but One God , but that 
this One God has an Eternal only begotten Son, 
and an Eternal Spirit, in the Unity of the ſame God- 
head. 


This 


7 
F 


This is the account Tertullian gives 
us of thoſe Expretſions, when the Scri- 
pture aſſerts that there is but One God, 
and that there is none beſides him,” For 
without denying the Son, we may tru- 
ly affirm, That there is but One only 
God, whoſe Son he is. For though he 
has a Son, he does not loſe his Name of 
the One and only God, when he is 
named without his Sun ; and fo he is, 
when what 1s ſ21d , 1s appropriated to 
him as the firſt Perſon ; for in the order 
of Nature, and of our Conceptions, the 
Father is beforc the Son, and therefore 
muſt be named before him: So that 
there is but One GoJ the Father, and 
beſides him there is no other ; which 
does not deny the Son, but another 
God ; which reje&ts the multitude of 
Falſe Gods which the Heathens worthip- 
ped ; but the Son, as being inſeparably 
united to him, is included in the Unity 
of the Father's Godhead, though not 
named 5 which as he well obſerves, he 
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Salvo exim filio refe unicum Deun 
poteſ® determinaſſe, eujus eft filius. 
Nou enim deſinit eſſe qui habet filium 
ipſe unicus, ſus ſcilicet nomine, que» 
riens ſme filio nommature 
autem nominatur, quum principaliter 


—_ 


Srne filio © 


det:rminatur ut prima perſona, Jer | 


ante filii nomen erat proponenaa ; 
quia patcr ante cognocitur, Or pott 
patrem filius nominatur. Jguur unus 


Deus Pater, Cr alius abſque co non 
cif, Quod ipſe infereons nom flium' 


negat, ſed alium Deum. Caterum \ 


alius a Patre filius non eff, Denique, 


inſpice ſequentia hujuſmodi pronuntias«, 
tionum, Or invenies fore ad Idolorum- 


fafitatores atque cultores definitio« 
nem earum pertinere ; ut multitudi- 
nem falſorum Deorum unio Divinitatis 
expellat, habens tamen filium quanto 
individuum & inſeparatum a patre 
tanto in patre reputandum, etſi non 
nomimatum, atquin ſi nominaſſet eum, 
ſeparaſſet, ita dicens , alius prater 
me flo eft, miſt filius meus ; alium 
enim etiam m ſeciſſet, quem de 
aliis excepiſſet. Puta ſolem dixiſſe, 
ego ſol, & prater me non eff, niſt 
radius menus, none denataſſes vanita« 
tem, quaſi non © radius in ſole 
deputetur, Tert. adv. Prax. C. 18. 


could not be, without making another God of him. Had 
the Father ſaid, There is no other God beſides me, except- 
ing my Son, this had made the Son another God, a new 
ſeparate Divinity z and would have bcen as improper, as 
if the Sun ſhould fay, There is no other San beſides me, 


excepting my Rays. - 


The Sum of which is this : That the Title of the One 
and only God, and beſides him there. is no other God, | 
does in a peculiar manner belong to the Father, who is the 
Oae only God with his Son and Spirit ; but this does nor 


exclude the Son or Spirit from being true and perfect God; 


;,_ "- 


for 
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for they are not other Gods from the Father, but have the 
ſame Divinity, and are inſeparably wnited to the Father, 
and therefore arc included in the Unity of the Godhead, 
. Without being named ; whereas their being named would 
have excepted them out of the Unity of the Godizead, and 


Qui etfi Der 15catur, quando no- 
-minatur ſingu.ar:1, non witur duos 
:Deos faciat, Jed winm, hoc ipſo quod 
'& Deus ex wnitate patris vVocari 


habeat, Ibid. c. 19. 


Non alter ad eum Deus deputatur 
( filus) non enim ex alia ſubſtantia, 
fed ex Deo Deus eff. Nihil itaque 

in eo novum, nibil extraneum, nihil 
recens eff, Hilar. de Trin, 1.4. in 
fine, 

Reliquus autem nunc omnis ſermo 
ad id proficiet, wut qui Deus verus 
eſſe intelligitur, non in Deum alterum 
deputetur : Er quod in alterum non 
proficit, id unum intelligatur. 

Non enim aliud quam Deus ſub- 
feftit, quod non aliunde quam ex Deo 


; 

7 

4 
£ 


} 
\ 


Deus ſubſiſtit : Nam cum ipſe Deus | 


fit, tamen etiam per nature virtue 
rem in co Deus eff : Et per id quod 
ipſe Deus, & in eo Deus eft, non 


eft Deus pratcr eum : Cum non extet | 


| 


aliunde quod Deus eft, CF in eo Deus © 


fit, habens in ſe & quod ipſe et, & 
ex quo ipſe ſubſiſtit. 1d. 1. 5. 


Ruoniam ego ſum Dominus , & 
non ett Deus prater me: Eft emm 
unigenmius Deus, neque conſortem 
wnigentti nomen admittit, ficut non 
recipit innaſcibilis, tn eo tantum 
quod eft innaſcabilis, participem, Et 
ergo unus ab uno, neque prater Deum 
annaſcibilem Deus innaſcibilis alirs 
eft ; neque prater unigenitum Deum 


made other Gods of them : And though 
the S2n when he 15 named alone, is ca[- 
led God, this does not make Two Gods, 
becauſe he is God only by his Unity 


with his Father. 


St. Hilary gives much the ſame ac- 
count of it ; That when the Scripture 
teaches that there is One God, and no 
other God beſides him, this does not cx- 
clude the Son of God from being true 
and perfet God, becauſe the Son is 
not another God : He being of the ſame 
Subſtance with God the Father, God of 
God, and infeparably united to him: 
Another God does not ſignify another 
Divine Perſon, . but another Divinity , 
another ſeparate and independent Prin- 
ciple and Fountain of Deity. And be- 
ſides this, St. Hilary endeavours to 
prove at large from ſeveral Texts of the 
Old Teſtament, that this very expreſli- 
on, of one God, and no other beſides 
him , 1s applied not only to the Fa- 
ther, but to the Son, and is very juſt- 
ly applicable to each of them , be- 
cauſe each of them have a Perſonal 


'and Incommunicable Unity. The Fa- 


ther 15 the One God, and there is 
none beſides him; for he is the only Deus 
Innaſcis 
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Tanaſcibilis, the only God, who is God' 
of himſelf, without any Communica- 
tion of the Divine Nature to him from 
any other Divine Perſon. The Son 1s 
the One God, and there is none beſides 
him ; that is, the Deus Znigenitus, the 


only begotten God; and there 1s no | 


other begotten God but he: So that 


Deus unigenitus quiſquam eff, Uters- 
que itaque Unus & Solus eft, pro» 
prietate widelicet im unoquoque 
innaſcibilitatis & originis, Ac ſic 
uterque Deus unus eff: Cum inter 
unum & unum, id ef, ex uno unum, 


Divinitatis aterna non ſit ſccunda * 
natura; Hil. 1. 4. 


each of them is 


the One God : For between One and One, that is One of 
One, there is no Second Nature of the Eternal D-ity. 

[ ſhall not diſpute theſe matters now, which will be. 
more proper 1n another place ;. it 15 enoughat preſent, that | 
we learn trom them what Senſe theſe Fathers had concern« / 
ing the Unity of God ; viz. That it is not: the Unity of a! 
S.ngle Perſon, ſo as-to exclude all other Perſons from the | 
Name and Nature of: God, but a Unity of Nature and 
Principle ; That there are not Two different Divinities, nor 
Two Principles of Divinity, which 'have no Communica-- 
tion with each other ; but that there is One Selt-originated: 
Being, who communicates his own- Nature, without Dfvi- 
ſion and Separation to his Eternal Son, and by and witty 


his Son- to his Eternal Spirit: , Thus Sr 
this Diſpute, That to confeſs One God, . 
but not a ſolitary God ( that 1s, not 

one ſingle ſolitary Perſon )- is the Faith 

of the Church, which confeſles the: Fa- 

ther in the Sin: But if out of ignorance 
of this Heavenly Myſtery, we pretend 
that One God ſignifies Oae ſingle 

Divine Perſon, we know not God, as not. 
owning the Faith of God in God.. 


Hilary concludes. 


In his ergo ji” unum magir quath 
ſolitarium- Deum intelligis , eccleſie 
religionem profiteberis, qua Patrem 
in Filto confitetur. Sin wverd unum 
Deum ad. ſolitaris ſighificationem , 
Jacramenti celeſtis ignarus obtendis, - 


' extra cognitionem Dei 65, Deum--in: - 


Deo «fſt non confirenst.” 1; 5. 


This is plain ſenſe which every Chriſtian. may] under-- 
ſtand, and what every one mult believe who wit be a 
Chriſtian: We muſt believe in Father, Son, and Holy 


Ghoſt, that the. Father is not. the Son, 


nor the 'Son . the- 
Father, » 


- ne _ c_—_—_ Ap i Is Is _ 
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Father, nor the Holy Ghoſt either Father or Son ; and 
that each of theſe Three is in himſelf, as diſtinguiſhed 
from the other Two, true and perfe& God; but though 
they are Three, and each of them true and perfe& God, 
yet they are not Three Gods, becauſe there is but One and 


' the ſame Divinity in them : The ſame individual numeri- 


cal Divine Nature, being whole, perfe&t, undivided in 
them all ; originally in the Father, by Generation in the 
Son, and by Proceſſion in the Holy Ghoſt, as I have al- 
ready explained it , which is the moſt perfeQ Unity 
we can conceive between Three Wholes, or Three, each 
of which have the ſame whole undivided Nature diſtintly 
in themſelves. 

If this will not be allowed to be ſuch a Unity as is inclu- 
ded inthe Notion of One God ; that the natural Notion 
of One God is of One only who is God, which is contra- 
dictory to the belief of Three, each of whom is in him- 
ſelf true and perfet God ; the anſwer the Catholick Fa- 
thers give to this ( asI have now ſhewn) ought to ſatisfy 
all Chriſtians ; that this is not the Scripture-notion of One 
God, That there is but One, who is God ; becauſe the 
fame Holy Scriptures which teach us, that there is but One 
God, doalſo teach us, that there are Three in the Unity of 
the Godhead. That not only the Father is God, as an 
Infinite, Eternal, Self-originated Being, and upon this ac- 
count in a peculiar manner called the One and only true 
God; but the Son alſo is true God, and the Holy Ghoſt 
true God, by the Communication of the ſame Divine 
Nature to them. Now God knows his own Nature and 
Unity beſt, and if he declares himſelf to be but One God, 
but yet requires us to believe his Eternal Son to be true and 
perfect God, and his Eternal Spirit to be true and perfect 
God; it is certain that the Divinity of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt is very reconcilable with the Unity of God. 
For as far as Revelation muſt decide this Diſpute, we are 
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as much obliged to believe, That the Father is God, the 
Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, as we are to believe, : 
4 That there is but One God. 

Thoſe who will nor acquieſce in this, muſt appeal from | 
Scripture to Natural Reaſon, which is a very abſurd and / 
impudent Appeal; for the plain ſenſe cf it is this, That 
they will believe their own Reaſon before the Scriptures, in 
matters relating to the Divine Nature and Unity, which 
all wiſe men acknowledge to be ſo much above human 
comprehenſion : That is, That they know the Unity of 
God better than God himſelf does 3 or, which is the ſame 
thing, That they will never believe any Revelation to. 
come from God, or any thing, how expreſs ſoever the 
words are, to be the meaning of the Revelation, any far- 
ther than their own Reaſon-approves it: Of which more 
elſewhere. TY $=% 7 1468 

And yet I dare appeal to any man of a free and unbiaſs'd+ 
Reaſon in this Cauſe, What is that Natural Notion we / 
have of One God? Is it any thing more, than that there 
is and can be but One Eternal Selt-originated Being, who 
is the Principle or Cauſe of all other Beings? And does 
not the Scripture, do not all 7rimitarians, with the whole 
Catholick Church, own this? Do not all the Chriſtian 
Creeds teach us to profeſs our Faith in One God the Father, 
from whom the Son and the Holy Spirit receive their God» 
head 2 Thus far then Scripture, and Reaſon, and the Ca- 
tholick Faith agree : Does Reaſon then deny, that God 
can beget of himſelf an Eternal Son , his own perfe& 
Image and Likeneſs? If it does, then indeed Scripture 
and Reaſon contradi&t each other: But I believe theſe 
men will not pretend to prove from Reaſon, That God 
could.not beget an Eternal Son) ; and if this cannot be proe] 
ved by Reaſon, asT am certain it never can, then Reaſon 
does not contradict Scripture, which teaches us that God 
has an only begotten Son ; And it God have an only be- 

H gotten 
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.gotten $2n, Reaſon will teach us that the Son of Gcd muſt 


be True and Perfet God, and yet not another God, be- 
cavſc he has one and the ſame Nature with his Father. 

This is all that any Chriſtian need to believe concerning 
this matter, and all this every Chriſtian may underſtand ; 
and all this every one who ſincerely believes the Faith of 


. the Holy Trinity, does and mult agree in: Thoſe who do 


not, I will at any time undertake to prove to be ſecret He- 
reticks, and Encmics to the Chriſtian Faith : and as for 
thoſe wv ho do, I will never diſpute with them about ſome 
Terms of Art, and the Propriety of Words, in a matter 
whichti is ſo much above all words and forms of fpeech. 
And here I leave this matter upon a ſure Bottom ; and 
here we are ready to join Iſſue with our Srxcinian Adverſa- 
ries. Our only Controverſy as to the Dodqtrrine of the 
Trinity with them is, Whether the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit, each of them, be 'Frue and Perfet God: If wecan 
prove this, which has bcen the Faith of the Catholick 
Church in all Ages, we need diſpute no other matters with 
'them; nor can any Diſputes among, our ſelves give any 
| Support to their Cauſe. A Diſpute about Words may 


{ look like a difference in Faith, when both contending Par- 
' ties may mean the ſame thing 3 as thoſe muſt do, who ſin- 


cerely own and believe, That the Son is True and Perfe&t 
God, and the Holy Ghoſt is True and Perfe&t God, and 
that neither of them are the Father, nor each other. 

And therefore thoſe different Explications of the Do- 
Etrine of the Trinity which the Sociniavs of late have fo 
much triumphed in, and made more and greater than real- 


 Iy they are, and more ſenſkſs too by their falſe Repreſenta- 


tions, can do them no real ſervice among, Wife Men, tho 


' +1t may help to amule the Ignorant. It any men have 


\ſubtilly diſtinguiſhed away the Catholick Faith, they may 
take them to thcraſelves, and increafe their Party by them : 
(But if this were the Caſe, as hope-it is not, it is no Ob- 
xRion 
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but that they will all unite againſt a Peſtilent and Inſolent 
Hereſy, which now promiſes it ſelf glorious Succeſles only 


from their private Quarrels. 


—_—_—_—_ 


CHAP: 11S 


An Examination of Some Conliderations 
concerning the Trinity. 


—_— _— A ee at. 


''PÞ 
Concerning the Ways of managing this Controverſy. i 


Efore I put an end to this Diſcourſe, it will contribute 
very much to the better underſtanding of what I have 

ſaid, and give a clearer Notion of the Ule of it, to apply 
theſe Principles ro the Examination of a late. Treatiſe, en- 
tituled , Some Confiderations concerning the Trinity? The 
Author I know not; he writes with Temper ; and though 
he takes the liberty to find fault, he does it Civilly, and 
therefore he ought to meet with Civil Uſage, and fo he 
ſhall from me, as far as the bare Cenſure of his Principles 


will admit, . "1 FIAT, #54 
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I was, Tconfeſs, ſtartled gt the firſt entrance, to find him 
Conſiders Own the Vncertainty of curFFaith in theſe Points ( concern- 
197, P 1: ing the Trinity )5 for if after the moſt perfe&t Revelation 
of the Goſpel that we muſt ever expe, and the Univer- 
{al Tradition of the Catholick Church for above Sixteen 
Hundred years, this Faith is ſtill uncertain, it is time to 
leave off all Enquiries about it. As for the many abſurd and 
blaſphemous Expoſitions that have been made of this Doftrine ; 
if by them he means the Ancient Herefies which infeſted 
the Church, they are ſo far from rendring our Faith uncer- 
tain, that ( asI ſhall ſhew him anon) the very Condemna- 
tion of thoſe Hereſies by the Catholick Church, .gives us 
a more certain account what the true Catholick Faith was. 
I agree with him, that the warm and indiſcreet Management 
of contrary Parties , has been to the Prejudice of Religion, 
among unthinking people, who hence conclude the unter- 
tainty of our Faith; and it concerns good men to remove 
this Prejudice, by diſtinguiſhing the Cathalick Faith from 
(2's iſputes about Eccleſiaſtical Words, and the Catholick 
Senſe - them ; and ThopeThavemade it appear this may 
| be done, and then the Faith is ſecure, notwithſtanding 
[theſe Diſputes ; and as for any other Offence or Scandal], 
et thoſe look to it, who either giveor take it. 
This Conſiderer diſlikes all the Ways and Methods 
which have hitherto been taken to compoſe theſe Diſputes. 


conſid. pz, 1- He diſlikes thoſe who are for revereaxcing the Myſtery 
of the Trinity, without ever looking into it at all ; who think 
it propoſed to us only as a Trial and Exerciſe of our Faith; 
and the more imaplicit that is, the fuller do we expreſs our 
Truſt and Reliance upon God. 

Now if by not looking into it at all, he means not enqui- 
ring what they are to believe concerning the Trinity, nor 
why they believe it ; this I acknowledge is a very odd ſort 
of Faith; but I believe he cannot name any ſuch men whoſe 
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avowed Principle this is : An Implicit Faith is only merito- 
rious in the Church of Rowe, but then an Implicit Faith is 
to believe without knowing what or why ; but*theſe 7gno- 
ramus or Myſtery-Trinitarians (as ſome late Secinian Confi- 
derers have inſolently and reproachfvlly called them, and 
whom our Author ought not to have imitated ) never teach 
ſuch an Implicit Faith as this, much leſs admire #he Tri- 
umph and Merit of Faith in believing Contradiftions, and 
the more the better. Under all the appearance of Modeſty 
and Temper, theſe are very ſevere and ſcandalous Reflecti- 
ons upon ſome of the Wiſeſt and Greateſt Men amongſt 
us, and which this Conſiderer had little reaſon for, as will 
ſoon appear. | 

The: Dodtrine of the Holy Trinity is the moſt Funda- 
mentil Article of the whole Chriſtian Faith, and therefore 
an- explicite Knowledge and 'Belief of it is'effenrial to the / 
Chriſtian Profeſſion, and thus all Proteſtant Divines teach { 
and whatever Voſuminous Diſputes there may be about 
it, the true Chriſtian Faith of the Trinity is comprized in 
a few words, :and the Proofs of it are plairt and eafy; For 
the Scriptures plainly and expreſly- teach us, that there is- 
but One God; and that the Father is God, the Son is God, 
and the Holy Ghoſt is God ; that the Father is not the Son, 
nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy Ghoft either Father | 


or Son) ; as have already explained it: This" al teach/ 
our peopie to believe upon the' Aurhortt Scripts 
( which is the only Authority we can have for Tratters of 
pure Revelation ), and expound thoſe Texts to them which 
expreſly contain this Faith, and vindicate them from the 
Cavils and perverſe Comments of Hereticks: And this, 
think, is not to reverence the Myſtery, without ever looking. 


/ into it at'all,, when we look as far as we can, till Revelation 
bounds our proſpe& : And this-1is'to-look into it/as far is 
God would have us, and as far as is neceſſary to all rhe 
purpoſes of Religion ; that is, as far as the knowledge of 
this Myſtery is of any uſe to us. Now- 
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Now when this is done, there are a great many wiſe 
men who think we ought to look into this Myſtery no 
further ; and there ſeems to be a very good reaſon for it ; 
viz. becauſe with all our looking, we can ſee no further. 
There are indeed ſome curious Queſtions ſtarted about re- 
conciling the Unity of God with the belief of a Trinity, 
in which there are Three, each of whom is by himſelf 
True and Perfe God ; for if there be but One God, how 
can there be Three, each of whom is True God 2 Now 
whatever Anſwer may begiven to ſuch kind of Objeftions 
and pretended Contradictions, theſe Learned Men think 
there is no reaſon to clog the Chriſtian Faith with them,nor 
to diſturb the minds of ordinary Chriſtians with ſuch 
»Subtilties : That the Authority of God who has revealed 

' this, and the acknowledged Incomprehenſibility of the Di- 
vine Nature, is a ſufficient Anſwer to all Objections ; and 
as ridiculouſly as a Witty Man may repreſent this, That is 
\the trueft Faith, not __ can —_—_ —_ 

ut which can deſpiſe the pretence of Contradictions, when 
oppoſed to a Divine Revelation ; for that relolves Faith 
{wholly into Divine Authority, which is the true Notion 
[of a Divine Faith. 

To fay that this will not ſuppreſs any of our Doubts or 
Diſputes in Religion, is a manifeſt miſtake ; for ſuch a pro- 
found Veneration for the Authority of God, would filence 
them all : And whatever is the Natural Propenfion of the 
Soul to the ſearch of Truth, Natural Reaſon will tell us, 
that there are a thouſand things which we can know no- 
thing of, and that it is in vain to ſearch after them ; but 
that the Divine Wiſdom is unſearchable, and therefore 
God is to be believed beyond our own knowledge or com- 
prehenſion ; and when weare agreed about the Truth and 
Certainty of the Revelation, that will filence all our 
Diſputes about what is revealed, and fet bounds to our En- 


quiries. 
And 
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And I never knew before, the danger of ſubmitting our 
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Reaſon to Faith, of a blind refiznation of judgment ( as he Cenſd. p.z, 


is pleaſed to call it) to a Divine Revelation, for that is 
the matter in debate. Blaſphemies and Contradiftions may, 
and have been impoſed up? mens Faith, under the Venerable 
Name of Myſteries ; bur ſuch Blaſphemies and Contradicti- 
ons were never revealed in Scripture, and therefore belong 
not to the preſent Enquiry, which only concerns believing 
what we allow to be revealed, without looking any farther 
into it. Weallow all men to examine the Truth and Cer- 
tainty of the Revelation, and to examine what is revealed ; 
but here we muſt ſtop, and not preteridt6Judge”" of whar 


is revealed, by the meaſures of human Reaſon, which is ſo | 
inadequate a Rule for Divine and Supernatural Truths. 


This is all very plain; and if he will allow the Truth of 
this, he muſt confeſs, that what he has ſaid upon this firſt 
Head is nothing to the purpoſe. It is a very popular 
thing to decry Myſteries, and 
very cautiouſly imifate \ becay 

fuch men are either no great Believers, or no very deep- 
Reaſoners. 

2. In the next place he tells us of a very ſtrange ſort of 
men, who call the Doftrine of the Trinity an Incomprehenſble 
Myſtery, and yet are at a great deal of pains to bring it down 
to a level with Eluman Underſtanding; and are-all very ear- 
weſt to have their own particular Explications acknowledged as 
neceſſary Articles of Faith, An [ncomprehenſible Myſtery is 
what Human Reaſon cannot comprehend ; to bring an 
Incomprehenſible Myſtery down to the level of Fluman Un- 
derſtandings, is to make it comprehenſible by Reaſon; and: 
thoſe are notable men indeed, who underrake to make that 
comprehenſible by Reaſon, which at the ſame time they 
acknowledge to be incomprehenſible : It is to be hoped 
this Conſiderer does a little miſtake them : Men may be- 


believe the Trinity to be an Incomprehenſible A 
| and 


to cry up Reaſon, bur to be / 
uſe it is generally found that 
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and yet ſpeak of it in words which may be underſtood, 
which does not pretend to make the Myſtery comprehen- 
ſible, but to deliver it from Nonſenſe, Jargon, and Hereſy ; 
that is, not to explain the Myſtery, which is and will be a 
Myſtery ſtill, but to ſecure the true Chriſtian Doctrine of 
the Trinity, which they deſire may continue an Article of 
the Chriſtian Faith ſtill. 

There are, he tel!s us, a third ſort of men who are for 
no Myſtery ; that is, the Socinzans 3 and I wasglad to find 
them cenſured and rejeted, but wonder'd how they came 
to be numbred among thoſe men who have laboured in this 
good defign of explaining the Trinity, and reconciling the 
Diſputes about it. 

Well: All theſe Methods have proved ineffectual ; let us 
then ( toomit other matters ) enquire what Courſe our 
Confiderer took to make himſelf a fit and competent Judge 
of this Controverſy : Take the account of it in his own 
words ; 1 have endeavoured to deliver my ſelf from Prejus 
dice and Confuſion of Terms, and to ſpeak juſtly and intelligi- 
bly: And not being yet prepoſſeſs d in favour of any Pnnres, A 
Explication, the better to preſerve my freedom of examining 
the Subjet# in hand, I have purpoſely forborn to ſearch the Fa- 
thers, Schoolmen, or Fratres Poloni, or read over any later 
Treatiſes concerning this Controverſy, while I was compoſing 
the preſent Eſſay, reſolving to conſult nothing but Scripture 
and my own Natural Sentiments, and draw all my Refletions 
from thence, taking only ſuch which eafily and without con- 
ſtraint offered themſelves. 

Thus Des Cartes made a New Philoſophy, and this is the 
beſt way that can be thought of to make a New Faith. 
This has an appearance of great Indifferency and Impar- 
tiality, but it is a great miſtake when men boaſt in this as 
a virtue and attainment, and an excellent diſpoſition of 
mind for the Examination of Matters of Faith. I never 
in my lite yet ſaw any one example to the contrary, but 
that 
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that when men who had been educated in the Chriſtian 
Faith, and tolerably inſtruted in the meaning and the rea- 
ſons of it, could perſuade themſelves to be thus perfectly in- 
different whether it were true or falſe, but this indifference 
was owing toa ſecret byaſs and inclination to Infidelity or 
Hereſy. It is1n vain to pretend ſuch an abſolute freedom of 
Judgment, without being perfealy indifferent which ſide 
is true or falſe : Forif we wiſh and deſire to find one fide of 
the queſtion true, and the other falſe, this 4s a Byaſs, and 
our Judgment is not equally poiz'd. And certainly in mat- 
ters of ſuch vaſt conſequence as the Chriſtian Faith, and 
eſpecially that great Fundamental Article of the Holy Tri- 
nity, ſuch an Indifferency as this is, can never recommend 
either an Author or his Writings to ſober Chriſtians. Will 
this Conſiderer then own, that it was indifferent to him 
when he undertook this deſign, whether the Dotrine of the 
Trinity ſhould upon Examination appear true or falſe 2 If 
it were not, the S:cznzans will tell him that he had not pre- 
ſerved a Freedom of Judgment, and then he did well in 
not conſulting the Fratres Poloni, for he had condemn'd 
them without hearing ; or if he were perſuaded concern- 
ing the Doctrine of the Trinity, Was it indifferent to him 
whether the Sahe/ian, or Arian, or True Catholick No- 
tion of a Trinity, contained in the Nicene and Athanaſian 
Creeds, were the True Paith ? That is, Was it indifferent 
to him, whether the Ancient Hereſies condemn'd by the 
Catholick Church , or that Faith which the Catholick 
Church has always own'd and profeſſed , be the True 
Faith? For my part, I confeſs, I am not thus indifferent 5 
I will never ſhut my eyes againſt plain Conviction, which 
is all the Freedom of judging which is allowable ; but my 
Prejudices are, and I hope always will be, on the ſide of 
the Catholick Faith. No wiſe man can be thus indifferent. 
And we ſhall find this Confiderer was not ſo very indiffe- 
rent 3 for the main Principles he reaſons on, are ſome Po- 
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pular Miſtakes and Prejudices, which he ſeems to have 
eſpouſed without due Conſideration. 

But let us allow him to be as free and unprejudic'd as he 
pleaſes, I cannot think that he took a good method to un» 
derſtand this Sacr:d Myſtery. He laid afide Fathers, School. 
men, and other later Treatiſes concerning this Controverſy, 
and conſulted nothing but Scripture, and his own natural Sens 
timents, Toconſuirt Scripture 1s indeed a very good way, 
and abſolutely neceſſary in matters of pure Revelation, 
which can be certainly known no other way ; but the Fa- 
thers at lcaſt are very good Guides, and have very great 
Authority in expounding Scripture ; and our Natural Sen- 
timents, otherwiſe cailed Natural Reaſon, is a very bad, 
a very dangerous Expoſitor of Scripture in ſuch Supernatyu- 
ral Myſteries, and has no Authority in theſe mattters ; ard 
how our Confiderer has been miſled by his Natural Sznti- 
ments, will ſoon appear. 

A few words might ſerve for an Anſwer to the Conftderer; 
but ſince this is the great Pretence of Socinians and other 
Hereticks, to ſet up Scripture and Natural Reaſon, againſt 
Scripture and the Traditionary Faith of the Catholick 
Church ; and our Confiderer and ſome other unwary Wri- 
ters chime in with them, it will be very neceſſary to ſhew 
how this betrays the Catholick Faith, and makes Reaſon 
and Criticiſm the Supreme Judge of Controverſy; and then 
men may diſpute on without end, and believe at laſt as 
they pleaſe. | 

The Conſiderer tells us, 7 take it for granted in a Prote- 
ſtant Countrey, that Scripture is the only Standard of all nc« 
ceſ*-ry Revealed Truths : Neither in the preſent Caſe is there 
any room for a Traditionary Faith, For beſides that all the 
Fathers and Ancient Writers ground their Expoſition of the 
Trinity wholly upon Scripture, 1 cannot- conceive that the Sud. 
jedt is capable of a plainer Revelation ; as I ſhall endeavour to 
ſhew more fully in the following Diſcourſe. What this lait 

Clauſe 
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Clauſe means, we ſhall underſtand better hereafter ; but 
his denying a Traditionary Faith, is very extraordinary ; for 
if we can prove from the moſt Authentick Records, what 
the conſtant belief of the Catholick Church has been, 
eſpectally in the firſt and pureſt Ages ol it, Ti15 I take to be 
a Traditionary Faith ; nor is it the leſs 1 rad!tionary, becauſe 
the Fathers and Ancient Writers found their Fxpojittons of 
the Trinity wholly upon Scripture: For if this be true, 
then we have a Traditionary Faith of the Trinity, anda 
Traditionary Expoſition of the Scripture, for the Reaſon 
and Proof of that Paith, both in one ; which I take to 
be a greater Authority, and ſafer Guide, than mere Scripture 
and our Natural Sentiments: And though Proteſtants al- 
low Scripture to be the only Standard of Faith, yet he 
might have remembred, that the Church of Eng/and re- 
quires us to expound Scripture as the Ancient Fathers ex- 
_ pound it. 

But this Wholly is a Miſtake ; for the Primitive Fathers 
pleaded Tradition as well as Scripture againſt the Ancient 
H-reticks, as two diſtin, but agreeing Teſtimonies ; as 
this Author might have known, would he have been plea- 
ſed to have conlulted Trenzus and Tertullian de preſcriptio- 
nibus, with divers others, What he means by a plainer 
Revelation, I cannot tell 3 it makes it ſomewhat plainer, to 
know what the Citholick Faith has always been, and what 
the Catholick Interpretation of Scripture has always been 3 
which 15 the plaineſt and ſtrongeſt Anſwer to Wit and Cri- 
ticiſm , and Natural Sentiments , when they contradict 
this Traditionary Faith. But to diſcourſe this matter more 
particularly, I ſhall enquire, 

r. What that Catholick Church is, from whence we 
mult receive this Traditionary Faith. 

2. What Evidence we have of this Tradition concerning 
the Trinity, in the Catholick Church. 

3- Or what Authority this cupht reaſonably to be in ex» 
pounding Scripture, L 2 SEC 
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Concerning the Traditionary Faith of the Church, with 
reſpeF+ to the Doftrine of the Trinity. 


Irſt then, Let us conſider what that Catholick Church 
is, from whence we muſt receive this Traditionary 
Faith. 

Now ſince Chriſt gave the Supreme Authority of preach- 
ing the Goſpel , and planting Churches, to his Apoſtles, 
thoſe only muſt be reckoned the true Apoſtolick Churches, 
from which we muſt receive the true Chriſtian Faith, 
which were planted by the Apoſtles, or by Apoſtolick 
men, and iived in Communion with them. 

It is not ſufficient to prove any Doctrine to be the true 


Primitive Faith, That it was preached in the Apoſtles days, 


but that it was the Faith of the Apoſtolick Churches , 
which were planted by the Apoſtles, and received their 
Faith from them ; for that Oaly is the Primitive and Apo= 
ſtolick Faith. And therefore though Arians and Socinians 
could prove their Hereſies to be as Ancient as the Apoſto- 


lick Age, (as we grant ſomething like them was ) this 
does not prove theirs to be the true Chriſtian Faith, if it 
| were not the Faith of the Apoſtolick Churches. 


And this was very vilible in thoſe days, what theſe 
Churches were which were planted by the Apoſtles, and 
lived in Communion with them, and is very viſible ſtill in 
the moſt Authentick Records of the Church. For the 
Hereticks which ſprang up in that Ape, ſeparated them- 
ſelves from the Apoſtles, and thereby made a viſible diſtin- 
ction between the True Apoſtolick Churches, and Hereti- 
cal Conventicles : And in after-Ages they either ſeparated 
themſelves, or were cait out of the Communion of the 

Church. 
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Church. This St. John accounted a great advantage to the 
Chriſtian Church, and an Infallible Proof of Falſe Doctrine 
and Hereſy , as it certainly was at that time; for if the 
Apoſtles raught the True Faith, thoſe who ſeparated from 
the Apoſtles, and preached another Goſpel, which they ne- 
ver learnt from them, muſt be Hereticks; x Joh. 2. 18, 19. 
Little Children, it is the laſt time; and as ye have heard 
that Antichriſt ſhall come, even now there are many Anti= 
chriſts ; whereby we know that it is the laſt time : They went 
cut from us, but they were not of us ; for if they had been of 
us, they no doubt would have continued with us ; But they went 
out, that they mizht be made manifeſt, that they were not all 
of Us. 

$A Separation of Hereticks in that Age was a viſible 
renouncing the Apoſtolick Faith and Communion 3 and 
therefore how many Herefies foever ſtarted up, it was ſtill 
viſible, where the Apoſtolick Faith and Tradition was pre- 
ſerved ; and this was of admirable uſe to preſerve the 
Faith of the Church ſincere and uncorrupt : For had theſe 
Hereticks continued in Communion with the Apoſtles and 
Apoſtolick Churches, and ſecretly propagated their Here- 
fies, and infeted great numbers of Chriſtians, without di- 
viding into diſtin and oppoſite Communions, it would 
have been a great diſpute in the next Age, which had been 
the true Apoſtolick Faith, when the Members of the ſame 


Churches, which all their time lived in Communion with 


the Apoſtles, ſhould preach contrary Dodtrines, and pre- 
tend with equal confidence, Apoſtolick Tradition ; which 
the greateſt Hereticks might very plauſibly have done, 
had they always lived in Communion with the Apoſtles : 
But they went out from us, ſays St. Jobn, that they might be 
made manifeſt, that they were not all of us; that the world 
might know how to diſtinguiſh between Catholick Chri- 
ſtians, and Hereticks; and berween the True Catholicl 
Faith, and the Corrupt Innovations of Perverſe men. 

And 
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And this I take to be a good reaſon to this day, why 
we ſhould keep the Communion of the Church fincere 


and uncorrupr, and not ſet our doors open for Arians and 
Socinians, and all forts of Hereticks to mix with us. For 


though, ſince the Cimmunion of the Church has ben fo 
broken and divided by Schiſms, and FaRtions, and Hcre- 


ſies, it is no proof of the True Apoſtolick Faith, merely 


that itis the Faith of ſuch a Church, (thlovgh the Ciurch 


of Rome ſtill vainly pretends to ſuch Authority ) yet it 
would ſoon ruin the Chriſtian Church, and the Chriſtian 
Faith, to have no diſtin&tion preſerved between true Apo- 
ſtolick Churches,and the Apoſtolick Faith, and the Conven- 
ticles of Hereticks, the impure Off-ſpring of Cerinthus 
and Ebion, of Photinus or Arius. And therefore I cannot 
but abhor that Accommodating- Deſign which fome men 
have expreſſed ſo warm a Zeal tor, to Comprehend away 
the Faith of the Holy Trinity, in ſome looſe general Expreſ- 
ſions, without any particular determined Senſe,and to purge 
our Liturgies of every thing that favours of the Worſhip of 
the Bleſſed Trinity, that Arzans and Secinians may join in 
Communion with us : Which is a plauſible Pretence, under 
the Notion of Chriſtian Charity and Communion, to be- 
tray the Chriſtian Faith: Not expreſly to renounce it, 
but to bury it in ſilence, as a Uſeleſs and Church-dividing 
Diſpute. I am fatisfizd this Holy Faith can never be Contu- 
ted ; but could theſe men prevail, it might ſoon be Loſt. 
But to return: This 1s a ſure Foundation for our Enqui- 


ries into the Faith of the Primitive Ciurch, To know what 


the Primitive Church is ; for otherwiſe we may miſtake 
Old Hereſfies for the Primitive Faith, But thoſe Churches 
which were planted by the Apoſtles or Apoſtolical men, 
and received their Faith from them, and lived in Commu- 
nion with them, are the true Primitive and Apoſtolick 
Churches, and their Fith is the true Primitive Apoſtolick 


Faith; and what that was, Tu/tin Martyr and Irengus al- 
{ure 
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fare us; The Faith and Worſhip of Father, Son, and Holy ' 


Ghoſt : And what their Faith was as to all theſe Three 
D,vine Perſons , is evident from the Writings of thoſe 
Ancient Fathers, who preſerved the Succeſſion and Com- 
munion of theſe Apoſtolick Churches. But this is not 
what intend at preent ; but from hence it appears, That 


thoſe Ancient Hereſjes which were rejeted and condemn-- 


ed by the Apoſtolick Churches, as ſoon as they appeared, 
could not be the Apoſtolick Faith. Theſe Hereticks ſepara- 
ted from the Apoſtles, and Apoſtolick Churches, and 
therefore could not receive their Faith from them ; nor did 
they pretend to this, while the Apoſtleslived, though they 


forged new Goſpels, and Acts, and Revelations for them - 
when they were dead. And thus all the Hereſies of Smon : 


Magus, Menander , Cerinthus , Ebion, Valentinus, and: all 


thoſe other Diviſions and Subdiviſions of Hereticks, who 
denied or corrupted the Doqtrine of the Divinity of our * 


Saviour, or his Incarnation, are all rejedted from the Apo- 
ſtolical Faith ; for theſe Hereticks did not receive their-Do- 
Arines from the Apoſtles and Apoſtolick Churches, as they 
themſelves owned by their Separation from the Apoſtolick 


Churches ; and theſe Churches gave Teſtimony againſt | 
their Corruptions, as ſoon as they were known ; and there 
is no need of any other Confutation of them, if we allow 
the Doctrine of the Apoſtles to be the only Intallible Rule - 


of Faith. X 
This is the Argument from Preſcription,” which Tertul- 


lian inſiſts ſo largely on, and is frequently urged by Ire- - 
»2us, and other Catholick Writers ; which is not, as ſome * 
miſtake it, an Argument merely from Antiquity ; for ' 


though the true Faith was ancienter than any Hereſies, yet 


ſome H-refies had Antiquity enough to make them vene- - 
rable, it that alone would do itz but the Argument was | 


from the Tradition of the Apoſtolick Churches , which 


were planted by the Apoſtles, and had preſerved an un» - 
interrupted -i 
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interrupted Succeſſion from them, and all the world over 
taught the ſame Faith, without any material change or 
variation : Whereas none of theſe Hereſies, how Ancient 
ſoever they might be, could pretend to ſuch an Original, 
were never taught by the Apoſtles, or any Apoſtolical men, 
nor were received. or owned by any Churches planted by 
them. And this is an unanſwerable Argument, as long as 
we can reaſonably ſuppoſe the Tradition of the Catholick 
Faith, and the Communion of the Church, was preſerved 
entire, which it viſibly was, at leaſt till the firſt Niceze 
Council; and during all this Period , had we no other 
ways to know it, we might learn the Faith of the Catho- 
lick Church, by its oppoſition to thoſe Hereſies which it 
condemned. 1 
2dly. And this is the only Evidence which I ſhall ar pre- F 
ſent inſiſt on for the Catholick Tradition of the Faith of 5 
the Holy and Ever bleſſed Trinity ; for we may ſee the 
plain Footſteps of the Ancient Catholick Tradition con- 
cerning Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, in thoſe Ancient 
Hereſies. 
Simon Magus was the firſt Heretick we read of, and may 
- be very juſtly accounted the Father of many of the Anci- 
ent Hereſics, having led the way, and ſown the Seeds and 
Principles of them. | 
Now if we believe that Account which Epiphanius gives 
of him, this wicked Impoſtor pretended himſelf to be God, 
' both Father and Son, and affirmed that his Lewd Woman, 
; who was called ſometimes ZZe/ena, ſometimes Selene, was 
\ the Holy Ghoſt. 
Theſe Names and Diſtin&ions of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, he could not poſlibly learn from any perſons, but 
; only from the Chriſtian Church, in which he was baptized 
//-A1n the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt. And therefore we may obſerve, that before 
his Baptiſm he only pretended zo be ſome Great One, _ the 
clu- 
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deluded people thought him to be zhe great power of Grd, 
8. 4s 9, 10. But when he was baptized, and ſoon atter 
apoſtatized from the Chriſtian Faith, the Devil, whoſe 
great Pewer he was, fet him up for the God of the Chriſti- 
ans, both Father and Son. And thovgh he blaſphemouſly 
attributed theſe Titles of God the Father and Son to hims* 
ſelf, and wickedly corrupted this Faith, by making the / 
Father and Sonbut one Perſon under different appearances ;, 
thet he appeared to his Countreymen the Samaritans as God \ 
the Father, and to the Fews as the Son ; yet there had been! 


o prerence for this, had not the Chriſtian Church owned | 
Telus Chrilt; the S2n of God, to be true and perfet God. 


fon: a beſides the boner _— ——_— of the | 
Impoſtor, in pretending_himſelf :o be Father and Son, it ' 
had been ridiculous to OE tro Chriſtians, had he | 
not known that the Catholick Faith taught rhe Son to be / 
True and Real God, as well as the Farher ; and thenif he | 
could perſuade them thathe was the Father, he might - 
with the ſame eaſe perſuade them that he was God the Son - 
too, under a difterent appearance. 

Thus when he pretends that his wicked Strumpet was 
the Holy Ghoſt, by whom he created the Angels, which 
created the World 3 the very Prophanation of this Holy 
Myſtery ſhews what the Faith of the Church in that Age 
was concerning the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt 3 for. he [4—” 
could have no other Inducement to make his Woman, 
whom he calls the Holy Ghoſt, ſuch a Divine Power, but | 
becauſe he knew the Chriſtian Church believed the Holy 
Ghoſt to be God, and the Spirit.of God, as he made her 
to be his Divine Creating Intelligence. | 

Another Hereſy concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, at- 
tributed Divinity to him, owned him to be the Son of 
God, though not of the Maker of the world, ( who = 
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faid was but an Inferior Angel ), but of the Unknown and 


Incomprehenſible Father ; and that he appeared indeed in 
the world like a Man, but was no true and real Man. Now 
what ſhould put ſuch a wild Conceit as this into their 
heads, had they not known this to be the Catholick Faith, 


Alu Twoque Heretici nſque adcs 
Chriſti manifcſtam amplexati ſunt Di- 
winutatem , ut dixerint illum fuiſſe 
ſme Carne, & totum illi ſuſceptum 
«crraxerint hominem, ne decoquerent 
in ilo divini nominis poteftatem, [i 
humanam ill fociaſſent, ut avbitra- 
baninr , nativitatem, Novat. de 
Tinir. c. 18. 


That Jeſus Chriſt was the Son of God 2? 
Their eyes could not ſee him to be God, 
but/they ſaw him to be a Man, and yet 
they deny him to be a Man, and teach 
that he was the Son of God, in the form 
and apparition of a Man : Which 'is a 
plain indication what the Catholick 
Faith was, That Chriſt was both God 


and Man. This they could not believe, that rhe Son of 

God would ſo unite himſelf to Human: Nature, -as'to be- 
come true and real man ; and yet they thought it ſo evi» 

dent that he was the Son of God, or at leaſt ſaw that this 

Faith was accounted ſo facred, that they would not ven» 
ture to deny that, and therefore choſe to deny his Huma- 

nity; and make a mere Apparition of him: 
ut then on the other hand, Cerimmthus and Ebjon thought 

it too evident to be denied, That he was a true and real 

Man ; and therefore they taught, That Jeſ#s was a Man, 

and no more than a Man, born as other Men are, of Jo- 

ſeph and Mary. Burt then it is worth conſidering, how they 
came to make this the diſtinguiſhing Do@rine of their 

Sec, That Chriſt was but a mere Man, if the Apoſtolick 

Churches, whom they oppoſed, and from whom they ſepa- 

rated, had: not taught, That he was more than a Man, 

That he was God as well as Man. Was there ever any 

Diſpure either before or ſince, concerning any other Man 
'in the world, who was owned tobe a Man, Whether he 
| werea mere Man or not? When one ſort of Hereticks deny 
|Chriſt to be = Man, and another deny him to te God, 
/and both of them in contradiction to the Apoſtolick 


Faith, 
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Faith, it is a very ſtrong preſumption at leaſt, what the 
True Catholick Apoſtolick Faith was, That Chriſt was | 
both God and Man. - 

And yet Cerinthus himſelf, though he makes Jeſus to be 
a mere Man, owns Chriſt to be a Divine Perſon, and that 
this Chriſt deſcended on Jeſus at his Baptiſm, in the form of 
a Dove, and reſted on him, or dwelt in him, and wrought 
Miracles by him, but left him at his Crucifixion, and flew 
up again to Heaven. 

$0 that, according to Cerinthus, from the time that very | 
was baptized, till he was crucified, the Divinity was very 
nearly and intimately united to him ; not that he was God-+ 
and Man in one Perſon, as the Catholick Faith teaches, but”) 
yet that Jeſus Chriſt was a Divine and Human Perſon, 
though Chriſt was one Perſon, and Jeſus another. And*© 
therefore as the Niceve Creed ( which we find alſo in the 
Ancient Oriental Creeds) teaches us to believe i» One God | 
the Father Almighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth, and of | 
all things vifible and inviſible ; not to exclude Chriſt from 
being the Maker of the World, but in oppoſition to ho, 


Hereticks who would not allow the Supreme God, who is 

the Father of Chriſt, to be the Maker of rhe World, but | 
attributed the Creation of this World to one or more Infe- / 
rior Angels ; So they add, A4nd in One Lord Feſus Chriſt, the 

only begotten Son: of God, in oppoſition to thoſe who 

made Chriſt and Jeſus Two Perſons. And yet in this very 
Hereſy we may ſee what the Ancient: Catholick Faith | 
was, That Jeſus Chriſt was God and Man; as Cerinthus | 
himſelf owned, though he would not unite Chriſt and Je- ) 
fus into One Perſon, nor make the Union inſeparable. | 
The Yalentinian Hereſy , though dreſſed: vp after the _ 
mode of the Pagax Theology, was a manifeſt Corruption 
of the Chriſtian Faith, under a Pretence of a more perfe&> 
knowledge of Divine Myſteries ; and we may ſtill ſee the 
broken Remains of the Catholick Tradition of the Trinity 
among them. K 2 Their 


) 
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Their Pleroma, by which they ſeem to underſtand the 

: Fulneſs of the Deity, as St. Paul uſes that Phraſe, 2 Col. g. 

mMiew uct $ Oe57wro;, That the fulneſs of the Godhead dwelt 

jin Chriſt bodily. I fay, this Pleroma conſiſted of ſeveral 

 ZZons or Divine Perſons, which were propagated from the 

#/\ Unknown and Tncomprehenſible Father in gradual Deſcents, 

> 7 jand all together made up the Compleat and Perfe Deity ; 

{which were.more or fewer, according to the various Fan- 
Cies of Hereticks. 

Now from theſe wild Conceits we may in ſome meaſure 
learn what the Catholick Faith was: That the Godhead 
was not confined to one Single and Solitary Perſon, but 
that there is ſuch a Faxcundity in the Divine Nature, as 
communicates it ſelf to more Perſons than one. For had it 

| been the known and received Faith of the Chriſtian 
: Church, That there is but One Perſon in the Godhead, as 
| well as but One God, there had been nopretence for theſe 
Hereticks, who called themſelves Chriſtians, and boaſted of 
a more perfet knowledge of the Chriſtian Faith, to have 
invented ſuch a number of ors, which they included 
within their Pleroma, as the ſeveral Emanations of their 
Deity. And we may obſerve, that moſt of the Names 
which they gave to their ſeveral /Zovs, are Scripture- 
Names and. Titles, which the Pagan Theology knew no- 
|thing of, and which they could learn no where, but from 

. the Chriſtian Church. 
* Bafilides, Ithink, was one of the firſt who gave us any 
{diſtin account of theſe Aims, which was new-modelld 
| by Yalentinus, and other ſucceeding Hereticks 3 and his 
Epiph. 1. 1. firſt and Supreme on, as Epiphanius tells us, was & 8 
— aYommeo, 8 uy. hr 7am wrxrip ; The Unbegotten One, 
x */who only is the Father of all, and by others is called the 
peer, and the Unknown, Inviſible, Incomprehenſible 
Cather, 


Now 


S oc Þ:NtNN; Controverſy. bg 


Now though the Heathens very ſamiliarly call their Su=- 
preme God, the Father ct. Gods and Men, ' with reſpe@to' 
his Creating, Power; yet as the Notion'of Father is found- 
ed in a ſubllantial Generation, -as theſe Hereticks plainly 
underſtond it, ſo it is the peculiar Characer of God un-! 
der the Goſpel, who is the Father of our L5rd Jeſus Chriſt, + 
his only begotten Son, It is certain the. firſt Perſon in the: / 
Godhead was never called the fr 79 «Yor, the One that \ 
is unb2gotten, but todiſtinguiſh him trom Oae who is be»'! -Y 

otten ; the ygr24vng, the only begotten ; who is God al--: 

0, but God ot G1d. And itis obſervable what Tertallian Twriul. d 
tells us of /Zeracleon, That he made his firſt A» to bepreſerye. 
ilud qurd pronunciat, which ſome Criticks not underſtand- —_ 
ing, think: to be a defect in the Copy ;-but-the ſenſe is \ 
plain, that his firſt Zo» is he that pronounceth, or fpeaketh 
by which he repreſented the_Eternal Generation of the / 
Word : S9 that his firſt #2» is the Pronouncer'of Speaker,” \, 
that is,. the Father of the Eternal Word, which Ir, © Fohn' 
tells us was 1n the beginning, was with:God, and wasGod*- 
Which ſhews that this is norhing elſe bur-a'' diſguized/Cor-" 
ruption of the .Catholick Faith ,-concerning the Eternal” | 
Generation of the Word from the eroat DnB ; 
Father. _ pans Grave ur tance « 

To confirm this, I obſerve. farther, That moſt 'of ' the 
Names which they give to'their-other zZos; 'are ſuch 
Names, . Titles, or . CharaQters, as the Szripture' gives to 
Chriſt, or the Holy Spirit, which they have multip'ied/* 
into ſo many diſtin Perſohs or Eons, ſuch as the Mind, \ 
Word, Prudence, Power, and Wiſdom; Truth, Life, Lights 
the Only begotten, the. Paraclete, and the like. - Fn 

Valentinus indeed, .as Epiphanius obſerves, did model" 
his Thirty ons according, to Hefied's Genealogy and | 
Number of Gods, and with ſome manifeſt allufions to 
them ; but yet he retainedas many Scripture- Names as he | 
could, the better to reconcile .unwary people to his fabu-4 

_ ——_ lous 
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/lous Genealogics, as the hidden and myſterious ſenſe of 
| Scripture. | And. it is impoſſible ſuch Fables ſhould ever 
\ have obtained any Credit, had they not been grafted on 
/the Catholick Faith, and pretended ro improve it with 
[new degrees of Light and Knowledge. 

When theſe Hereſies were pretty well ſilenced, vp ſtart 

Noetus and Sabellius, who ran into the other Extreme. 
[The Yalentinians had corrupted the DoCtrine of the Trini- 
ty, by multiplying Three Divine Perſons into Thirty 
\ Eons, beſides all their other Pagan and Fabulous Conceits 
about them : This offended theſe men, as downright Poly- 
itheiſm ( as indeed it was no better) ; and to avoid this, 
ithey-reje a Trinity of Real and Subſtantial Perſons, for a 
[Trinity of Names 3' that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 
'but Three Names of the ſame Perſon , who is ſometimes 
; called the Father, at 'other times the Son, or the Holy 
Ghoſt, with reſpec to his different Appearances or Ope- 
'rations : Or they made the Son and Holy Ghoſt not Two 
| Perſons, but Two Perſonal Attributes in God, his Wiſdom, 
or Pqwer : Or they made the Trinity but Three Parts of 
'One-Compounded God, as 'a Man confiſts of Body, Soul, 
and-Spirit ; which of late have been revived among us, un- 
{ der different Names. 

After theſe men, aroſe A4rius and his Followers, who. 
out of great Zeal alſo for the Unity of God, framed a New 
and more Subtile Hereſy : They were ſenſible that Father. 

- and Son were not Two Names, but Two Real Diſtin 
Perſons, and therefore they attributed the whole entire 
Divinity to the Father, and made the Son not to.be God 
by Nature, but the moſt Perfe&t and Excellent Creature, as 
Perte& an Image of God, as any Creature can be, but not 
Cenſubſtantial with God, nor Coequal and Coeternal with 


im. 
All theſe Herefies were reje&ted and condemned 'by the 
Catholick Church jn their ſeveral Ages, as ſoon as they 
arp-ared, 


*. 
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appeared, and were taken notice of: And this is one very 
good way to learn what the Catholick Faith was, from its 
Oppoſition to thoſe Herefies which the Catholick Church 
condemned, and from the' Corrupted Remains of the An- 
cient Faith which appeared in them. For theſe Hereticks .. . 
were originally Chriſtians, and profefſed themſelves Chri- + | 
 Nians, and therefore did not wholly renounce the Chriſtian 
Faith, but grafted their Herefies on it. | 
As -to- confine' my felf to the Subj-& of ' the preſent” 
Diſpute, What we are to underſtand by Father, Son, and. 
Holy Ghoſt, Whether Three Diſtin&, Real, Subſtantial 
Perſons, or not ; each of whom is diſtintly by 'himfſelf 
True and Perfe&t God, but in the Unity of the ſame Di- 
vine Nature and Godhead. Now that this was the received 
Faith of the Catholick Church, we may learn both from 
the YValentinians, Sabellians, and Arians. 
Though the Ya/entinians, as T obſerved before, had cof®. 
rupted the Doarine of the Trinity, either with the Pla- 
tonick Philaſophy, ' as that it ſelf had been corrupted by the 
Junior Platoniſhy 3 or with the P22, "Theology 3 yet the” 
Propagation'df theit As indiflerent Degrees and Deſcents, - 
from the firſt Supreme /Zom, the Unbegotten One, and the! 
Inviſible and Incomprehenſible Father, as they" ftile him; 
ſhews what they thought the Catholick Faith was, con- \ 
ccrning the- Eternal Generation of: the Son; and-Proceſſion 
of the Holy Spirit, which they took 'to be a Subſtantial' * 
Generation and Proceſſion ;'and accordingly in imitation ' 
of this Faith, aſſerted a Subſtantial meÞ>alw, 'or Ema- 
nation of one ZZox from another z and which is more, 7 
none of the Ancient Fathers who wrote againſt this He- / © 
reſy, as far as I have obſerved, ever quarrel with them ' 
upon this account. Nay 7ertallian, though he'abominates 
" theſe Hereſies, owns this Probole or Emanation in a true 
Catholick Senſe 3 and -tells us, that theſe Hereticks bor- 


rowed this word from the Catholick Faith, though — 
ited 


hy 


Hec ſi qui pntaverit me Tesforby 
aliquam in:roducere, id eft, prolatie- 
nan rei alterins tx altera, quod facit 
V alentinnsalium atque alium Zonem 
de Aone producens ; prime quidem 
dicam tibt, mon ideo mon utifur 
Veritas Vocabuloifto, & re &f cinſu 
ejus, quia &f haveſis pottins ex veri- 
tate accepit , quod ad mendacium 
ſunm ſtrueret. Prolatus eft Sermo Dei 
an non? Hic mecum gradum fige.. Si 
prolatus eft, Cognoſce probolam Verita- 
ris, & widerit Hereſu ſi quid de Ve- 
ritate imitata ef. Jam ninc quari- 
tur, quis quomede wutatur aliqus re 
O& wocabulo cjus? Valentinus probolas 
ſus: diſcernit & ſeparat ab Auftore : 
Et ita longe ab to ponit, ut Aon Pa- 
trem neſciat, , gue deſider at noſſe, 
- mee poteſt ; inmo & pene devoratur , 
O& difſolvitur in reliquam ſubfanti- 
am, Apud nos autem ſolus filius ps- 
trem novit & fonum patris ipſe ex- 
poſuit, &> emnia apud patrem audi- 
wit Of wvidit. ———Sermso ergo & in 


patre ſemper, ficut dicit, £ in patre.. 


Et apud Deum ſemper, . ſicut ſcriprum 
eft, && ſerni erat apud Deum, &- 
u82quan ſeparatus & patre, aut alius 
8 patre ; quia, Ego © Pater unum 
ſumus. Hee erit probola weritatis, 
- cuftos unitatis, -qud prolatum dicimus 
filium & patre, ſed non ſeparatum, 
Tert. adv. Praxeam. .c. 8. 
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ges any man to ſay whetherthe Divine 
Word. be. nog produced ;by the Father ; 
and if it te,” Here, ſays he, is the Prola- 


tion. or Emanation., which the true 


Catholick Faith owns. And adds, That 
the fault of this Hereſy was nct their 
producing one /Z2 from another, but 
that beſides. the number of their ficti- 
tious, Zons , they did : ſeparate theſe 
Emanations and 2Zovs from their Au- 
thor ; that the Aon knew not the Fa-' 
ther, nay, deſired to know him, but 
could not know him ; and was cen dif- 
ſolved with, Paſſion and Deſire ; where- 
as in the Catholick Faith there is 
the moſt Inſeparable Union of the Son 
with the Father, and the moſt Inti- 
mate and Perfet Knowledge of : him. 
So that , Zerawllian, allows :bf a Real 
and Subſtantial; ProduQtion'- of the 
Perſon of the Son from the | Perſon 
of 'the Father ; as the Yalentinians 
pretended of their Zens; and al- 
ſerts, that: theſe Hereticks learnt this 
from the Catholick 'Faith-of the Tri- 
nity.: And that the Church muſt not 


e, Prolation, or Emanation, in an Or- 


thodox, Catholick Uſe of thoſe words, becauſe Hereticks 
abuſe them, to countenance their own Hereſies. 

As for the Noetians and Sabellians, ( for however they 
explain the DoCtrine of the Trinity, whether by Three 
Names, or Three Powers, or Three Parts, while they 
Teach, That the One God is but Qne Single Perſon, the 
Hereſy is the ſame ) it is impoſſible the Catholick Church 


ſhould 


bes 
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ſhould reje&t this Hereſy, without aſſerting Three Di- 

ſtin@, Real, Subſtantial Perſons in the Unity of the God- 

head, each of whom 1s as True and Perfect God, as each 

of Three Men, Peter, Fames, and John, is a True, Per- 

fe, Diſtint Man ; though theſe Three Men are not uni- 
d, as the Three Divine Perſons are. 

The occaſion of this Hereſy was, That they thovghe 
that Three Real Diſtin Perſons im the Godhead wereThree 
Gods ; and therefore, though being profeſs'd Chriſtians, 
and confequently baptized in the Name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, they durſt not deny 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, yet neither would they own 
Three Divine Perſons, but turned them into Three Names, 
or Three Parts of One Perſon ; which has much more 
fenſe in it than Three Modes; though Three Modes of the 
fame Perfon, tet them call them Three Perfonalities if they 
pleaſe, is the ſame Hereſy, if there be but One Suppofitum ; 
as One Man may be the Subje& of 'Three, or Three and 
twenty Modes, and be but One Human Perſon Mill. | 

Noetus and Sabelins did certainly apprehend, that by Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, the Catholick Church under- 
ſtood Three Diſtin&, Subſtantial, Divine Perſons, or elſe 
why ſhould they charge them with 7ritheiſm upon this ac- 
count , and turn Three Perſons into Three Names, or 
Three Parts of One and the ſame God, to avoid the Impu- 
tation of Three Gods ? And if this had not been the belief 
of the Catholick Church, what meant their Zeal againſt 
this Hereſy 2? For all the Wit of Man can't find a Medium 
between Sabellianiſm, and Three Divine Subſtantial Per- 
ſons. A Trinity muſt be Three Somewhats, as it has been 
lately called; and then it muſt either be One Suppofitum or 
Perſon, under Three Names, or Three Modes, -or com- 
pounded of Three Parts; or be Three Diſtin& Sup pofetums | 
and Perſons. Now if this had been the Catholick Faith, 
That the Trinity is but One Suppofitum or Perſon, under 

L T hree 
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Three Names or Modes, &c. I cannot imagine why the Ci» 
tholick Church ſhould have quarrell'd with theſe Hereticks, 
or they with the Catholick Church , unleſs they both 
miſtook one another : But if the Sabe//zanus and Cartholicks 
underſtood themſelves and each other, and did intend to 
contradict each other, we certainly know what the Cathos 
lick Faith was: For there is nothing contradifts a Noetian 

and Sabell;an Trinity, but a Trinity, of Diſtin, Subſtan- 
tial, Divine Perſons. | 
And Novatianas well obſerves, That theſe Hereticks did 
acknowledge the Divinity of Chriſt ; That whoever Chriſt 
was, it was evident from thoſe CharaQters given of him in 
Scripture, That he was True and Perfe&t God : And be- 
caufe the Father is True and Perfet God, and Chriſt True 
Ls and Perfe& God, for fear of owning Two Gods, they make 
genus pro- the Father and the Son to be but One and the ſame Perſon. 


bation , 

quod etiam ab adverſario ſumitur, ut veritas etiam ab ipſis inimicis veritatis probetur, Nam uſque 
aded manifeftum eſt in Scripturis eſſe Deum tradi, ut plerique hareticorum diviutatis ipſius magni= 
tudine & veritate commoti, ultra modum extendentes honores ejus, auſiſſent non filium, ſed ipſum 
Deum patrem prowere wvel putare. Quod. etſi contra veritatem Scripturarum eſt, tamen divinitatis 
Chriſti argumentum grande atque pracipuumeſt: qui uſque adro Deus, ſed qus fillus Dei natus ex 
Deo ; ut pletique illum ( ut dixrmus ) heretici, ita Deum acceperint, ut non filium, ſed patrem 
pronunciandum putarent, &c. Novat. de Trin. c. 18. 


The Arians denied the Eternal Godhead of Chriſt, and 
made a Creature of him, though the moſt excellent Crea- 
ture, the Miniſter and Inſtrument of God in making the 
World ; and the reaſon of this Hereſy was the ſame ; viz. 
for fear of a Plurality of Gods, ſhould they allow Chriſt to 
be True and Perfect God. And this ſtil] is a plain evidence 
what they thought the Catholick Faith to be; not only 
that Chriſt was True and Real God, but that he was Truly 
and Really a Diſtint Perſon from God the Father ; fo di- 

Rin, that if they ſhould acknowledge him to be True God, 
he would be a Second God ; which they thought contradict» 
ed the Faith of One God. 

Well : 
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Well: Though they would not own him to be True 
God, yet they own him to be a diſtin Perſon from the Fa- 
ther, as diſtin as God and a Creature are diſtin. Do 
the Catholicks now quarrel with the Arians, that they 
hive made a Subſtantial Perſon of the Son ( as in reaſon 
ticy _ to have done, had they not believed the Son to 


be a diſtin Sabſtantial Perſon) ; this Diſpute we hear 

nothing of ; but the only Diſpute was concerning the Con- 

ſab/tantiality of the Son with the Father ; and that proves, 

that they did own the Son to be a Subſtantial Perſon; for 

were he not ina true proper ſenſe a Perſon, and a Subſtan- 

tial Perſon, he could not be Conſubſtantial with the Father. 
Nay, St. Auſtin expreſly tells us , 
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; ; : In « quod credit ( Arins ) alium 
That Arius agreed with the Catholicks i 5 —_ alium Filium, mecum eff 


againſt the Sabe/lians, in making the 2s Sabeldonce. An bo 5 36008 


Son a diſtin Perſon from the Father 3 <«. x. 

and if ſo, the Catholicks taught, That 

the Son was as diſtin a Perſon as Arixs did, though not 
a Separate and Created Perſon, as he did. 

Now when Aris would have reduced Chriſt into the 
number of Creatures, though he made him the firſt and 
moſt excellent Creature, created before the World, and 
God's Miniſter in making the World, as like to God as a 


Creature can poſſibly be, but not of the ſame Nature with. 


God ; the Catholick Church would not bear this, but in a 
moſt Venerable Synod colleted from moſt parts of the 
Chriſtian World, condemn this as contrary to the Faith al- 
ways received and owned in their ſeveral Churches. 

Thus far, at leaſt, the Tradition of the Church was Sa+ 
cred and Venerable, and the concurrent Teſtimony of all 
theſe ſeveral Churches, was a more certain Proof of the 
Avpoſtolick Faith, than all the Wit and Subtilty of Arivs : 
For Wit may patronize New Errors, but cannot prove 
That tobe the Ancient Apoſtolick Faith, which the Church 
had never received from the Apoſtles, nor eyer heard of 
before. L 3 This 
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This 1 take to be a very fenfible Proof what the Faith 
of the Chriſtian Church was, from the Times of the Apo- 
ſtles till the Council of Nice; and conſequently, what that 
Faith was which the Church received from the Apoſtles : 
And this abundantly fatisfies me, That whatever looſe Ex- 
preſſions we may meet with in ſome of the Fathers, before 
the Arian Controverſy was ſtarted , and managed with 
great Art and Subtilty ( though I know of none but what 
are capable of a very Orthodox Senſe ), it is certain that 
they were not Arians, nor intended any ſuch thing in what 
they ſaid. For had A4riani/m been the Traditionary Faith 
of the Church, it muſt have been known to be ſo; and 
then how came the Church to be ſo ſtrangely alarm'd at 
the firſt news of it > Or what ſhall we think of thoſe Ve- 
nerable Fathers and Confeſlors in that Great Council, who 
either did not know the Faith of the Church, or did fo 
horribly prevaricate in the Condemnation of Aris, when 
they had no other apparent Intereſt or Temptation to do 
ſo, but a Warm and Hearty Zeal for the Truly Ancient 
and Apoſtolick Faith ? 

It is certain Arius never pretended Catholick Tradition 
for his Opinion, but undertook to reform the Catholick 
Faith by the Principles of Philoſophy, and to reconcile it 
ro Scripture by new-coind Interpretations ; though in this 
he faild, and found the Great 4thana/ius an over-match for 
him. 

It is not with Faith, as it is with Arts and Sciences of 
Human Invention, which may be improved in every Age 
by greater Wits or new Obſervations ; but Faith depends 
upon Revelation , not Invention 3 and we can no more 
make a New Catholick Faith, by the power of Wit and 
Reaſon, than we can write a True Hiſtory of what the 
Apoſtles did and taught, out of our own Invention, with- 
out the Authority of any Ancient Records: Men may do. 
fuch things if they plcafe, but one will be Hereſy, andthe 
other a Romance. And 
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And yet this is the bold and brave Attempt of Sccinus 
2nd his Diſciples : They are ſo modeſt indeed, as not to 
pretend Antiquity to be on their fide ; they can find no 
other Antiquity for themſelves, but in Cerinthus and Ebion, 
- who ſeparated from the Catholick Church, and were re- 
jected by them ; and it does not ſeem very modeſt, to ſet 
up fuch men as theſe, againſt the Univerſal Conſent of the 
firſt and pureſt Ages of the Church. 

The Socinians, who know very well what the Charge of 
Navelty ſignifies in matters of Religion 3 That a New Faith 


is but another Name for New H-refies 3 Though they re-' 


je the Doctrine of the Fathers, and the Catholick Tradi- 
tion of the Faith from the Apoſtolick Age, yet they ap- 


peal to Scripture and Natural Sentiments, as the greateſt 


and beſt Antiquity, _—_ to Apoſtolick Tradition. 


This is our Confidere?'s way , which he prefers before a 


Traditionary Faith ; and by the ſame reaſon the Socinians. 


may oppoſe it to a Traditionary Faith : And if we muſt 
always expound Scripture by our Natural Sentiments, this 
Author had beſt conſider whether he can prove a Trinity 
by Natural Reaſon ; or fairly reconcile the Natural Notion 


af One God, with the Catholick Faith of the Trinity, or 


of Three, each of whom is True and Perfe&t God, from 


the mere Principles of Natural Reaſon; for if he can'r, he ; 


muſt nor in his way find a Trinity in Scripture : But of this 
more hereafter. 

3. Let us now, in oppoſition to this pretence, conſider of 
what Authority the Traditionary Faith of the Catholick 
Church ovght to be, in expounding Scripture. 

The Holy Scripture, at leaſt in pretence, is allowed on 
all hands to be a Compleat and Autheatick Rule of Paith; 
but the queſtion is, ſince men differ ſo much in expounding 
Scripture, What is the fafeſt Rule to expound Scripture by ; 
whether the Traditionary Faith of the Church, or our Na- 
tural Sentiments, or Natural Reaſon ? 
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I donot mean, that we muſt learn the Critical Senſe of 
: every Text from Catholick Tradition ; for we have not in 
all points ſuch a Traditionary Expoſition of Scripture ; 
though even in this reſpec, we ſhall find that the Catho- 
lick Fathers have unanimouſly agreed in the Interpretation 
of the moſt material Texts relating to the Doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity, and the Divinity and Incarnation of Chriſt. 
"They ſometimes indeed alledge ſuch Texts, eſpecially out 
of the Old Teſtament, as our Modern Criticks will not 
allow to be proper and appoſitez but even this ſhews what 
; their Faith was ; and yet theſe very Expoſitions, which 
; have been ſo anciently and unanimouſly received ( though | 
they may appear at this diſtance of time, too forc'd and | 
-myſtical ) have too Sacred and Venerable an Authority to 
[be wantonly rejected. We may learn from Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles, what myſterious and hidden Senſes were contain'd 
in the Writings of the Old Teſtament, ſuch as it is very 
probable we ould never have found in them, had not / 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles explained their meaning : And the | 
nearer any Writers were to the Apoſtolick Age, the more ; 
.- they were addifted to theſe Myſtical Interpretations ; 
'*- which is a good reaſon to believe that they learnt it from 
the Apoſtles themſelves. 
But this is not what I now intend ; my preſent Argu- 
ment reaches no farther than this; That if we can learn 
what the Doctrine of the Catholick Church concerning 
the Holy Trinity , and the Divinity and Incarnation of 
Chriſt has always been : Then 
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1. [t 1s very reaſonable to conclude, That they received | 
this Doctrine from the Apoſtles, it being the Faith of thoſe f 
Churches which were planted by the Apoſtles, received . 
their Faith from them, and always lived ia Communion ; 
with them. | 


2. This 
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2. This makes it reaſonable to telieve, that this very | 
Faith is contained in the Writings of the New Teſtament ; / 
for, I ſuppoſe, no man queſtions, but that the Apoſtles 
taught the ſame Faith by Writing, which they did by 
Preaching; and then this isa Demonſtration againſt all ſuch 
Interpretations of Scripture as contradict the Catholick. 
Faith 3 whatever fine Colours Wit and Criticiſm may give 
them. Nay, 

3- Itis a certain Proof, That theſe Primitive Chriſtians; 
who received theſe Inſpired Writings from the Apoſtles 
which now make vp the Canon of the New Teſtament, ; 
did believe that the Jame Faith which the Apoſtles and ' 
Apoſtolical men had taught them by Word of Mouth, was 
contained in their Writings; for they could not poſſibly: 
have believed both whe: the Apoſtles taught, and 'what 
they writ, if their Preaching-and Writings had contradicts 
ed each other. We know what the Faith of the Primi-/4— 
tive Church was, and we know they received theſe Apo-/ 
ſtolical Writings with the profoundeſt Veneration, as an 
Inſpired Rule of Faith ; and had we no- other preſumption | 
of it but this, we might ſafely conclude, That they found | 
the ſame Faith in theſe Writings, which the Apoſtles had 
before taught them by Word ot Mouth. 

But beſides this, we find that all the Catholick Writers”) 
appeal to the Scriptures, and prove their Faith fromthem z 
and the Authority of ſuch men who were ſo near the Foun» / 
tain of Apoſtolick Tradition, muſt be very Venerable. 

4. I ſhall only add this, That Tince-we know what the 
Catholick Faith was, and how the Catholick Fathers ex- - 
pounded Scripture, if the Words of Scripture will natu-- 
rally and cafily admit that Senſe, much more if they will 
not admit any other Senſe without great force and violence, 
let any man judge which is moſt ſafe and reaſonable, to 
expound Scripture as the Catholick Faith and Catholick 


Fathcrs expound it, and as the Scripture moſteafily and na- - 
turally ; 
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turally expounds it felf, or to force New Senſes and 'Old 
Herefies upon Scripture, which the Catholick Church has 
always rejected and condemned. 

This, 1 hope, may ſatisfy our Confiderer, that he did 
very ill in rejecting a Traditionary Faith, and venturing tv 
expound Scripture by his Natural Seutimeyts, which is a 
very Unſafe Rule in Matters of Pure Revelation, of which 


. mere Natural Reaſon is no competent Judge. 


SECH3i. WL 
What is ſufficient to be believed concerning the Trinity. 


Hus far, I fear, our Con/iderer has been a little un- 

fortunate; or if it do not prove a Misfortune to 

him in forming his Notion of a Trinity, his Luck is betrer 
than his Choice. 

Let us proceed to his next Enquiry, What 3s ſufficient for 
Chriſtians to believe concerning the Trinity ; or, which is all 
one in this caſe, what is cafes to be believed? What the 
meaning of this Queſtion is, I can't well tell ; nor why he 
makes ſufficient and neceſſary all one ; for, at leaſt, they are 
not always ſo. That is /yficzent which is enough for any 


man to believe ; that is ſtrialy weceſary which every man 


maſt believe: But let him take his own way ; he quits the 
Term ſufficient, and enquires what is neceſſary to be belie- 
ved ; whereas in many caſes, that which is abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary for all, may not be ſufficient for ſome: I ſhould much 
rather have enquired how much may be known concerning 
this Glorious Myſtery, than how little will ſerve the turn ; 
which argues no great Zeal for it. 

Well: What is neceſſary to be believed concerning the 
Trinity 2 He anſwers, Nothing but 1. What's poſſible to be 
believed. And 2. What's plainly revealed, 

Here 
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Here we begin to ſee what the effeCt is, of conſulting 
wothing but "oe aud Natural Sentiments. . | hope he 
meant honeſtly in this 3 but if he did, he expreſſed him- 
ſelf very incautiouſly ; for theſe two Conditions are very 
ill put together, when applied to matters of Revelation. 
Plainly revealed, had been enough in all reaſon, unleſs he 
would inſinuate, that what is plainly revealed may be im- 
poſlible to be believed ; and that how plain ſoever the Re- 
velation be, men muſt judge of the poſſibility of the thing 
by their own Natural Sentiments, before they are bound to 
believe it ; which makes Natural Reaſon, not Scripture, 
the final Judge of Controverſies. | 

But we muſt follow him where he leads us; and thus he 
divides his whole Work. 1. To confider how far it is poſſi- 
ble to believe a Trinity. 2. What the Scripture requires us 
to believe in this matter. | 

As for the firſt, he tells us, There are two requifites to 
make it poſſible for us to believe a thing, 1. That we know 
the Terms of what we are to aſſent te. 2. That it imply no 
Contradiftion to our former Knowledge : Such Knowledge I 
mean, as is accompanied with Certainty and Evidence. 

This in ſome Coke may be true; but as it is thus looſely 


an generally exprelled, it is very like the Socinian Cant and 
phiſtry. T 
By _——_ Terms, he means having diſtin& Natu- 
w 


ral Ideas of. what is ſignified by ſuch Terms ; as he himſelf 
explains it ; ——[ can believe it no farther than the Terms 
of which it is made up, are known and underſtood, and the 
Tdeas fignified by thems confiſtent. So that all Divine Myſte- 
ries _—_ be examined by our Natural Ideas ; and what we 


have no Natural Ideas of, we cannot, we muſt not believe : - 


And this once for all condemns all Supernatural Faith, or 

the belief of Supernatural ObjeAs, though never ſo plain- 

ly revealed ; for we have no Natural Ideas of Supernatu- 

ral Objets : And though A may furniſh us _ 
| 
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the Reſemblances and Analogies in Nature with ſome Arti- 


ficial Ideas, this will nor ſerve the turn ; for though they. 


know what ſuch Terms ſignify when applied to Natural, 
they know not what they ſignify when applied to'Superna- 
tural ObjeQs, nor have they any Ideas to anſwer them : As 
for Inſtance ; We know what Father and Son ſignify when 
applied to Men ; but when we fay, God isnot only Eter- 
nal himſelf, but an Eternal Father, who begot an Eternal 
Son; theſe Terms of Father and Son, begetting and being 
begntten, muſt fignify quite otherwiſe than they do among 
men, ſomething which we have no Idea of ; and therefore 
fay the Socinians, All this is unintelligible and impoſlible to be 
believed, unleſs we can believe without underſtanding the 
Terms : This Confiderer aſſerts the Premiſes, he had beſt 
conſider again how he will avoid the Concluſion. 

Another S:xinian Topick is ContradifFion, and this our 
Conſiderer makes another requiſite to the poſſibility of be- 
lieving , That the thing do wot imply a Contradiftion to our 
former knowledge ; that is, to any Natural Ideas: And 
here he learnedly difputes againſt believing Contradictions 3 
and that it is not confiſtent with the Wiſdom, Juſtice, and 
Goodneſs of God to require us to believe Contradiftions. But 
if inſtead of all this he had only ſaid, That God cannot 
reveal ſuch plain and evident Contradiqtions, as he cannot 
require us to believe ; and'conſequently, That whatever is 
plainly revealed, ' implies no ContradiQtion, how much 
ſoever it may. be above our comprehenſion, becauſe God 


| does require us to believe what he plainly reveals ; this had 


put anend to this Diſpute,and left the belief of the Trinity 
poſſible, whatever difficulties we might apprehend in con- 
ceiving it: But this great Zeal againſt believing Contra- 
ditions, when applied to the belief of the Trinity, is a 
very untoward Infinuation, as if the DoQtrine of the Tri- 
nity, as commonly underſtood, were clogg'd with Con- 
traditions, and that we muſt caſt all ſuch IG 

| which. 


wWI1Ilh 
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( which in the Socivi2n account is the Doctrine it ſelf ) out 
. of our Faith 5 and therefore, That whatever the Scripture 
fays, we muſt put no ſuch ſenſe on it as implies any Contra» 
. diftion to our former knowledge. This is an admirable Foun- 
dation for Confiderations concerning the Trinity ; and what an 
admirable Superſtruure he has rais'd on it,we ſhall ſoon ſee. 

I may poſlibly diſcourſe this Point of Contradictions 
more at large elſewhere; 'at preſent I ſhall only ell this 
Author, That as ſelf-evident as he thinks it, this ny wa 
tion is falſe, That it is OP to believe what 'implies a 
ContraditFion to our former knowledge ; and that God cannot 
require usto believe it. 

Tgrant that all Logical ContradiQtions which are reſol- 
ved into #s, and 7s »#, are impoſlible to be believed, becauſe 
they are impoſſible to be true ; and ſuch is his Contraditi- 
on about the Whole and its Parts 3 for to ſay ; That the 
Whole is not bigger than any of its Parts, is to fay,” That a 
Whole is a Whole, and is not a Whole ; and that a Part is 
a Part, and is not a Part. But contradictory Ideas may 
both be true, and therefore both be' believed, and 
every man believes great numbers of them: The deas 
of Heat and Cold, White and Black, Brdy and Spirtt, 
Extenſion and No Extenſion, Eternity and Time, to have 
A Beginning and to have No Beginning, are contradito- 
ry Ideas, and yet we believe them il; that js, we be- 
lieve and know that there really are ſuch things, whoſe 
Natures are directly oppoſite and contrary to each other, 
Now when there are fuch Contrarieties and ContradiCtions 
in Created Nature, it may juſtly be thought very ſtrange 
to true Confiderers, that our Natural Ideas ſhould: be 
made the adequate meaſures of Truth or Palſhood, of the 
Poſſibilities or Impoſſibilities of things 3 that'we'mult not 
believe what God reveals concerning himſelf, if it contra- 
dis any Natural Ideas. And yet [ challenge this Conf- 
derer, and all the Socinian, Sabellian, Arian Fraternities , 
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to ſhew me any appearance of Contradiftions in the Do- 
arine of the Trinity, but what are of this kind; that is, 
not Logical Contraditions, but Contradictions to our 
other Natural Ideas : And if our Natural Ideas of Created 
Nature contradict each other, it would be wonderful in- 
Yeed if the Divine Uncreated Nature ſhould not contra- 
di all our Natural Ideas. Every thing we know of God 
is a dire Contradiction to all the Ideas we have of Crea- 
| tures ; an Uncreated and a Created Nature, an Infinite 
; and a Finite Nature, are dire& Contradictions to each 
other : Eternity without Succeſſion, Omnipreſence with- 
out Extenſion, Parts, or Place ; a pure ſimple AR, which 
is all in one, , without Compoſition ; an Omaipotent 
' Thought, which thinks all things into Being, and into a 
| Beautiful Order ; theſe and fuctr like Ideas'of God are di- 
| ret Contradictions to all the Ideas we have of Crearures ; 
\and can any ContradiQtion then to any Ideas of Created 
{Nature be thought a reaſonable Objection againſt believing 
any thing which God reveals to us concerning himſel(? Bur 
of this more hereafter. 


SECT. | 


Concerning his State of the Queſtion , That One and 
the Same God is Three Different Perſons. 
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Heſeare his Preliminaries, Axioms, Poſtulata's, all in 
the ſtrict demonſtrative way z. but now he comes to 
apply alt this more cloſely ro the buſineſs in hand ; but 
then he very unfortunately ſtumbles at the Threſhold. 
The Propoſition he propoſes to examine by theſe Princi- 
P. 14 je is this, That One and the ſame God is Three Different 
Per fons. 
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I know not 3 I'm ſure there isno ſuch Propoſition in Scri- 
pture, nor did I ever meet with it in any Catholick Wri-; 
ter: It is very far from giving us a true and adequate Noti»- 
on of the Catholick Faith concerning the Trinity ; it is of" 


Where he met with this Propoſition in theſe very nerd, 


a doubtful ſignification, and in the moſt obvious ſenſe of | 
theſe words ( which 1 fear will appear to have been intend- 


ed by this Confiderer ) is manifeſt Hereſy : For if by One 


and the ſame God, he means, That there is but One who is 4 
God ; and, That this One and ſame God is Three different / 
Perſons ; it is the Hereſy of Sabellius at leaſt, if he would ' 
have owned the Term different, which inclines more to ) 
the ſignification of diverfity, than of mere diſtinftion, which \ 


favours of Arianiſm, and more properly relates to Natures 
than to Perſons. 

We meet with different forms of ſpzech in Catholick 
Writers concerning the Unity and Trinity in the God» 
head, all which muſt be reconciled, to form a diſtin and 
compleat Notion of the Trinity. That Deus. eff Unus &. 
Trinus, God is One and Three, is very Ancient, and very 
Ctholick. That the Father is the One God, in a peculiar 
ard eminent ſenſe, is both the Language of Scripture, and 
of the Church. That each Perſon, Father, Son, and Holy 
Gloſt, is by himſelf True and Perfeft God , is likewiſe 
the Doctrine both of the Holy Scriptures, and the Catho- 
lick fathers. That the Trinity is One God ; That Father 
and %n are fv, /num, One Divinity, Chriſt himſelf. teaches 
us: That Father, Son, and Spirit, are alſo fs, One, St. John 
teaches us. And nothing is more familiar both with the 
Greek and Latin Fathers, than to call the Trinity One God 3 
and in conſequence of this, That One Gcd is the Trinity ; 
though this. they rather choſe to expreſs by pa Qen; cy 
T24oi TEgw TG, OF warzoen, One Divinity in Three Per- 
ſors. And whoever would give an account of the Catho- 
li& Faith of the Trinity, muſt have reſpedt to all theſe No- 


tions, 
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tions, and not content himſelf with any one of them, as, 
to make the beſt of it, the Confiderer here does, when he 
only propoſes to enquire, How Oxe and the ſame God is Three 
Perſons : But he ought to have enquired alſo in what ſenſe 
each Perſon is by himſelf True and Perfe&t God ; and the 
Perſon of the Father in a peculiar and eminent ſenſe the 
One God; and to have framed his Notions of Unity and 
Diſtinion with an equal regard to all theſe Catholick Ex- 
poſitions ; which would have ſecured him from the Sabel- 
lian Hereſy, which now his Words are very guilty of, 
whatever He himſelf be. 

But let us now proceed to his Examination of theſe 
Terms, God, Unity, Identity, Diſtintion, and Number, and 


Perſon. | 


As to the Notionof a Deity, he confeſſes he has not a full 
and adequate Idea of God ; but yet he knows which of thofe 
diſftinit Ideas he has in his mind, are applicable to God, ard 
which are not. But the preſent queſtion does not concern 
the Idea of God, which I hope we are all agreed in, That 
God is a Being infinitely perfeft: But whether this Nare 
God, in the Queſtion of the Trinity, ſignifies only One who 
is G:d, or One ſingle Divine Perſon > Or , Whether tis 
Name, and the perteQ Idea which belongs to it, be apyli- 
cable diſtintly to Three, to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; 
That each of them is True and Perfe&t God, and nether 


'of them is each other, and a!l Three but One God > This 


had been the true Explication of the Term God, as apylied 
to the DoQtrine of the*Trinity, To have told us what is 
meant by God, when this Name is peculiarly attributed to 
the Perſon of the Father, when it is attributed to exch 
Perſon diſtinaly, and when it is jointly attributed ro them 
al), That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are One God: 't 
is certain all this muſt be reſolved into the ſame One N- 
vinity, which isperfetly in each of them, and inſeparatly 
and indivifibly in them all: And the true ſtating of this 

mater 
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matter had been very proper, and wecnuld have faved all 
his other Labour. And therefore to ſave me ſome labour, 
F will briefly tell him how the Catholick Fathers unJer-= 
ſtood it 3 which is the only poſſible way I know, of recon- 
ciling theſe diffcrent Expreſſions. 


When they tell us, That the Perſon of the Pather is in 
an eminent and peculiar manner the- Ozxe God; by this 
they underſtand, That the Father alone is ſelf-originated, 
and from himſelf; That the Whole Divinity and Godhead 


I 


and of One God. 


When they fay, That though the Father in this ſenſe be... 
the One God, yet the Son allo is True and Perte&t God, / 


and the Holy Ghoſt True and Perfe&t God, they aſcribe 
Divinity to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, upon account of the 
Eternal and Perfet Communication of the Divine Nature 


to them: For he who has the True Divine Nature, is True | 
and Perfet God : And therefore the Son, who is eternally ! 


begotten of his Father, of the Subſtance of his Father, and 
is Conſubſtantial with him, is True and Perfe&t God, but 
God of God ; and the like may be ſaid of the Holy Spirit, 
who eternally proceeds from Father and Son. 

When they teach, That the Trinity is One God, rhey 
mean by it, Thatthe ſame One Divinity does ſubfiſt whole 
and entire, indiviſibly and inſeparably, but yer diftinaly 
in them all, as have already explained it : So that the Uni- 
ty of the Godhead gives an account of all theſe Expreſſi- 
ons, Why the Father is ſaid to be the One God, and yet 
that the Son is God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, and Father, 
Sn, and Holy Ghoſt, but One God. All this is taught in 
Scripture, and is the Faith of the Catholick Church; and: 
I would never defire a better Proof of the Trath and Cer- 
tainty of any Notion, than that it takes inthe om 

ery, 


is originally his own, which he received from no other : | 
Which 15 the firſt and moſt natural notion we have of God, / 
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ſtery, and anſwers to every part of it ; which ao other | 
account [ have ever yet met with, can do. 


SE CH Þ 
An Examination of his Notions and Ideas of Unity, 
Diſtintion, Perſon, Cc. 
AX D now the Sabellian Scene opens apace: If the He- 
reſy of Sabelinus was, That there is but One who is 
God, but One Divine Intelligent Perſon, as well as One 
Divine Nature, this our Confiderer expreſly owns, and 
does his Endeavour to prove it abſolutely impoſlible that it 
ſhould be otherwiſe 3 that is, That the Catholick Faith, 
aſſerted and defended by the Catholick Church, againſt 
Sabellixs, is abſolutely impoſlible. 
P. 20. To explain the word Perſon, he tells us, 7t fignifies one of 
theſe two things ; either a particular Intelligent Bring ;z or an 
Office, Charatter, or ſome ſuch complex Notion applicable to 
ſuch a Being : If you would know in which of theſe ſenſes 
we muſt underſtand the word Perſon, when we fay there 
P. 24, are Three Perſons in the Trinity he tells us plainly, That 
the fimple Idea ( of God) can be applied but to One fingle 
Perſon, in the firſt fenſe of the word Perſon, as it ſignifies a 
particular Intelligent Being, Nature, or Principle. — And 
<1, that all the Perſe i} Diſtinition we can conceive in the Deity, 
£ 7 * muſt be founde —— acceſſory Ideas, extrinſecal to the Di- 
ANC, vine Nature ; a tertain Combination of which Ideas , makes 
"© "/aup the ſecond Notion fignified by the word Perſon. 

"- ./, And for this he appeals to Natural Sentiments, miſta- 
king Hereſy for Nature. Avd if we fairly and impartially 
examine our own Thoughts upon this Subjet, we ſhall find, 
That when we name God the Father, we conceive the Idea of 
God, ſo far as we are capable of conteiving it, as ating ſoand 


fo, 
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ſo, under ſuch reſpefts and relations 3 and when we name God 


the Son, we conceive nothing elſe but the ſame Idea of God 
over again, under different relations ; and ſo likewiſe of the ff | m5 


Holy/Ghoſt. Noetus, Praxeas, or Sabellius, never taught 
their Hereſy in more expreſs words than theſe. 

And what is to be done now > Muſt we diſpute this 
Point over again with the Confiderer, and confute a Hereſy 
which has been ſo early, ſo often, and ſo conſtantly con- 
demned by the Catholick Church 2 For my part, I can pre- 
tend to ſay nothing new, which has not long ſince been 
much better ſaid by the Catholick Fathers ; and therefore 
before we part, I ſhall acquaint him with their Judgment 
in the Caſe, and leave it to reſt on their Authority and 
Reaſons. 

But it may not be amiſs to mind this Conſiderer, That he 
has all the Schoolmen ( as far as I have heard, or had op- 
portunity to conſult them ) as well as the Catholick Fa- 
*thers, againſt him, in his Notion of a Perſon ; for they all 
receive Boetins's Definition, That a Perſon is an Individual 
Subſtance of a Rational Nature. Or it may be the Authority 
of Melanfthon may be more conſiderable 


with him ; who tells us, That the Perſona, ut Eccleſia in hoc articals 


Church in this Article of the Trinity prarond ps Jub _ 
—- igens, Of incommunicabilis. $a- 
underſtands by Perſon , an Individual, ,;, ,gap4t wn Seriptores Ecelefin 


Intelligent, Incommunicable Subſtance : ſolitos hes dw wecabuls diſcernere, 


And adds, That the Ancient Eccleſia- 57%, X Vapor, & dicere unom 
ſtical Writers diſtinguiſh between Bol Parris, Filii & Spiritus Sanfli, ſed 
and waz, that there is but One Eſ- re vanaurer, id it, wer werk 

ſabſftentes, non commentit ior, non c4« 


ducos, non confuſes, ſed diſtinitos, ſn+ 


ſence or Nature, and Three Hypoſtaſes ; 
that is, Three really ſubſiſting, not com- gulares inceligences. 
mentitious, vaniſhing, confuſed , but 

diſtin , particular, Intelligent Perſons. And the Cen- 
ſure he paſſes upon Servetus upon this ſcore, is very re» 
markable. 


N That 


& 
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Luſit homo Fanaticus Servetns de 
wocabulo Perſone , & diſputat olim 
Latinis ſignificaſſe habitum aut officii 
diftinflionem, ut dicimus Roſcium a+ 
las ſuſtinere Perſouam Achillts, alias 
ſuſtinere Perſonam Ulyſſis ;, ſeu alia 
eft Perſona Conſulis, alia ſervi : ut 
Cicero inquit, Magnum ef in repub- 
lica tuer: Perſonam Principis. Et 
hanc weterem ſignificationem Vecas 
buli ſycophantice detorquet ad Arti- 
culum de tribus Perſonts Drumitatis, 


intelligentem, & mocommunicabilem. 
Ac prodeft in hat cogitatione ſape 
mente intueri baptiſmum Chriſti, ubi 
tres Perſon illuſtri diſcrimine mon- 
frrantur. Pater ſonat hanc wvocem : 
Hic eft Filius meus dilefFus. Filius 
flans in flumine conſpicitur : & $pi- 
ritus Sanfus ſpecie wiſibils demitti- 
tur. Melan&. loci Theolog. de 
tribus Perſonis Divinitatis. 


«© That Fanatical Fellow Servetus 
* plaid with the word Perſon, and con- 
* tended, Fhat in Latin itanciently fig- 
© nified a Dreſs or Habir, or the diſtin- 
* Rion of an Office 3 as R-ſcins is ſome- 
*times ſaid to act the part of Achilles, 
* ſometimes of @ly/ſes : Or, the Perſon 
* of a Conſul is one thing, and the 
* Perſon of a Slave is another, as Cicers 
** ſpeaks ; that it is a great thing to 
© maintain the Character of the Perſon 
* of a Prince in the Commonwealth : 
* And this Ancient Signification of the 
* Word he lily wreſted and applied to 


* the Article concerning the Three Per. 


* ſons of the Godhead: But let us fly 
* from, and abhor ſuch wicked Artifi- 
* ces; and know , That the Church 
* ſpeaks after another manner ; and that 
* Perſon ſignifies an Individual, Intell;- 
* gent, Incommunicable Subſtance, And 


*it will beof greatuſe to form and fix this Notion in our 
* minds; to contemplate the Baptiſm of Chriſt, where all 
**Three Perſons were moſt evidently repreſented and di- 
*ſtinguiſhed : The Father ſpoke in} an audible Voice, This 
* zs my beloved Son ; the Son is ſeen ſtanding in the River; 
* and the Holy Spirit deſcends on him in a viſible Appear- 


« :nce. 


But ſince the Confderer makes a great Flouriſh with his 
Adeas, and clear and diſtin Conceptions, and fetches his 


/ 


| Proofs from the moſt intimate knowledge of Nature, he 
; may take it i]}if no notice or regard be had of them : We 


fee very well where he has been trading; and I doubt the 
{ Ingentous Author of Human Underſtanding, will have more 
|Dulciples of different kinds than he was well aware of, in 


whom 
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whom he will have no great reaſon to glory : For it re- 
quires more Skill than every man is Maſter of, to form 
ſimple and diſtin Notions and Ideas, and to apply them 
dexterouſly to their proper Subjeas. And to refer all men 
to Natural [deas and Perceptions, when fo very few know! 
how to diſtinguiſh between Natural Notions, and the Preju-j 
dices and Prepoſleflions of Education , the Delufions © 
Fancy, and the Byaſs of Inclination, is like the Quakers 
appeal tothe Light within, which is juſt what every ma 
will have it to be. 

Our Confiderer reduces all the Notions he can find of 
nity and Diſtinttion, to Three Heads : The Unity or Di- 
ſtinQion of Ideas , of Principle, and of Pofition; and un- 
dertakes to prove from them all, That it is impoſlible, or 
abſolutely unconceivable, that there ſhould be more than 
One Intelligent Perſon, in the proper Notion of a Perſon, in 
the Godhead. 

Now in the firſt place I would be glad to hear a good 
reaſon why the Confſiderer takes no notice of that old re- 
ceived definition of One, that Znum eſt Indiviſum; that is 
One, which is Undivided : The moſt perfe& Ore 1s that 
which neither is nor can be divided; an abſolute perte& 
Monad, which is abſolutely and perfeAly Simple, withour 
any Parts to be divided into: And this is the Unity of the 
Divine Nature, as Scripture, Fathers, Schoolmen, and all 
men of improved and exerciſed Reaſon teach ; and it is 
{ſtrange he ſhould not find this Notion of Unity among al! 
his Natural Ideas, which is the only Natural Notion of 
the Divine Unity, and belongs tono other Being. And this 
would have given him a true Catholick Notion of the Uni- 
ty of God ina Trinity of Perſons ; for all agree, That the 
Divine Nature is indiviſibly and infeparably One. 

And this is another thing I would be glad to know the 
reaſon of, Why in ſuch an Enquiry concerning the Unity 
and Diſtin&ion of the Trinity, he takes no notice of thar 
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Old Catholick diſtintion, That God is One in Nature, and 
Three in Perſons ; which would have been a good direQion 
to him, what kind of Unity, and what diſtinRion to have 
enquired after : What Unity belongs to Nature, and what 
it is which diſtinguiſhes Perſons : But our Confiderer has 
no regard to the different Notions of Nature and Perſon, 
but applies all his Notions of Unity to a Perſon, which as 
far as they are true, belong to Nature, and from the Unity 
of Nature proves againſt the Catholick Faith, that there 

can be but One proper Divine Perſon. 
And there is one thing | am ſorry for, That having men- 
tioned a very good Notion, he let it flip —_—_— his fingers 
P. 20, without making any uſe of it. He tells us, Nhat 7dentiry 
WE 31 is nothing elſe but a repetition of Unity, as Number is of dif- 
* ference. This is very Catholick, and it is great pity we 
hear no more of it. Upon this Principle the Fathers juſti- 
fy the Unity of the Godhead in a Trinity of Perſons : For 
the Divine Nature is but Oae, a perfet Monad, and is 
communicated whole and entire, without the leaſt Divi- 
fion or Separation, to the Son and Holy Spirit, and there- 
fore is perfely and identically one and the ſame in all 
Three; for the pzrfe& repctition of a Monad and Unit 
makes no Number: God, and God, and God, are not 
Thrce Gods, but One God, becauſe the ſame Divine Na- 
, ture, without the leaſt difterence or diverſity, is diſtintly 
'in them all; ang the repetition of what is perfeQly the 
| fame , makes no Nimber; but Father, Son;"and Ho- 
' Iy Ghoſt are Three; Tor they are really Ciſtinguiſhed 
' fromeach other, not by any difference of Nature, but only 
by Perſonal differences, or the diflerent manner of having 
the ſame Nature: That the Father has the Whole Divine 
Nature originally in himſelf, is God of himſelf : The Son 
receives the ſame Divine Nature by an Eternal Generation, 
and js God of God : And the Holy Ghoſt in like manner 
by an Etcrnal Proceſſion from Fathcr and Son : This incom- 
municably 


# 
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municably diſtinguiſhes Perſons, that one can never be 
another ; and this is difference enough to make a Number ; 
not to make Three Gods of them, becauſe the Divine Na» 
ture is perfectly Oae and the ſame in Three, but to diſtin- 
guiſh them into Three Perſons, each of whom is True and 
Perfect Gcd, and all but One God. Why the Confiderer 
ſhould wave ſuch a Notion as this of Unity and DiſtinRi- 
on, which any cn2 would have thought his own Notions of 
Identity and Number muſt unavoidably have led him into, 
I cannot gueſs; but I hope this may ſatisfy him, that there 
are other Notions of Unity and Diſtin&ion, than what he 
inſiſts 0n,and ſuch as may be as ealily underſtood, and which 
fairly reconcile the belief of Three proper Divine Intelli- 
gent Perſons, with the Unity of the Godhead :. But let us 
now briefly conſider his Ideas of Unity and Diſtindtion. 


c. The firſt is, The Dnity of Idea : This he diſcourſes of 
very confuſedly, and does not ſeem well pleaſed with it 
himſelf : The Unity of the Idea he places in being perceiva- 
Ble at one view, and having one uniform appearance : Which 
makes it one Idea indeed, right or wrong, but proves no 
other kind of Unity : This he grew ſenlible of, that rhe 
reality of things may not anſwer our /deas or Appearances ; 
and I know not how they ſhuld, unleſs our Ideas anſwer 
the Reality of Things ; tor Things are to be the Pattcras for 
our Ideas, not our Ideas for Things. 

But the Con/iderer, by forſaking his good old Rules, for 
new Methods of Thinking, has quite miſtaken the Qneſti- 
on, When weenquire into the general Notion of Unity, 
the meaning is nor, When we conceive of any thing as Oze, 
but what it is that makes any thing Oe. The Unity of 
Idea, whether fimple or compounded , may. be Anſwer 
enough to the firſt Queſtion, Tha: all that is comprized in 
one Idea, it our Idea be right, belongs to one thing ; but, 
as he owns, we cannot prove that our Idea anſwers the 
Reality 
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Reality of Things, and therefore I know not what this 
Rule is good for at all. But our general Notion of Unity 
is of a very different Conſideration ; and our particular 
Idcas of particular Things, contribute nothing to it : For 
the queſtion is not, How many Things are united in One 
Being? or, How many partial Conceptions are united in 
One Idea? Bur, What it is that makes it Oae 3 or what 
the formal Conception of its Unity 1s? 

But our Con/ederer takes heart at laſt, from the Unity of 
the Idea of God, to prove that there can be bur One Di- 
vine Perſon in a proper ſenſe; or but One who is True and 
Perfet God. His Argument 1s this ; We cannot conceive 
that any Objet ſhould be truly and adequately repreſented to 
any Mind or Underſtanding under One Idea, and truly and 
adequately repreſented under Three Ideas, And what is the 
Conſ:quence of this 2 That he tells us plainly, That a2 
the Perfettions ( of the Deity ) though conſidered ſeparate- 
ly under different apprehenſions by cur imperfet Faculties, 
being really but One ſimple Idea, can be applied to but One fin- 
gle Perſon, in the firſt ſenſe of the word Perſon, as it ſignifies 
a particu/ar Intelligent Being, Nature, and Principle. 


1. Now in the firſt place this Argument ſuppoſes an Idea 
which truly and adequately repreſents its Objef, and yet our 
Conſiderer is ſo modeſt as not to pretend to a full and ade- 
quate Idea of God: And therefore, according to his own 
way, hecan never conclude from the Idea of God, That 
it can belong but to One ſingle Perſon, becauſe he has not 
an adequate Idea of the Divine Nature; and then there 
may be ſomething in the Idea of God, which he does not 
comprehend, which may make it applicable to more Per- 
ſons than one. Certainly it ſeems very reaſonable, when 
we confeſs that we have not an adequate Idea of the D:- 
vine Nature, to refer this whole Ditpute, not to Natural 
Ideas, which can never determine it, but to Revelation, 
which 
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which is more ccrtain and more perfedt-than our Natural 
Knowledge. 


2. I grant, That One Objed cannot be truly and adequate- - 


ly repreſented t1 my mind under One Idea, and truly and ade- 
quately repreſented under Three different [deas : But it is as 
true, That One and the ſame ldea may be truly and ade- 
quately applied to Three diſtin and different Perſons: 
The adequate Idea of Peter can be app'icd to none but 
Peter ; tut the Idea of Man, or of Human Nature, may 
be ?ruly and adequately applied to Peter, Times, and Fobn, 
androcvery ſingle human Perſon in the world. 

The Idea of God, as abſtracted from the Conſideration 
of a Trinity of Perfons, is only the Idza of the Divine 


Nature, which is but One, and can never be Three diffe-- 
rent Natures ; for the Divine Nature always was, and al-. 


ways will be but One and the fame ; and this is that Ore 
Ozjedt which is adequately, in his ſenſe, repreſented by Ore 


1Hdea. And this is the account the Catholick Fathers give - 


of the Unity of God, That there is but One Divinity, 
One Divine Nature in Three Perſons; and thus the Trinity 


15 the wiz ©8%71;, the, One Divinity, that One Object re-- 


preſented by the One Idea of God. The Divine Perſons 
are not diſlinguiſhed by any difference of Nature, which 
is One and the fame in all, but by Perſonal differences ; 
That the Father is unbegotten, the Son begotten, and the 
Holy Ghoſt proceeds from Father and Son: Theſe are Three 
different Ideas for the Three Divine Perfons ; but the Idea 


of the Divinity is but One, as the Divine Nature is One. 


and the ſame in all. 


Could he indeed prove, That the Idea of God is not on- - 


ly One imple Idea, but the Idea of One fingle Perſon, that 
would be tomewhat more to the purpoſe ; it would be fuch 
an Argument againſt a Trinity of Perſons, from the Idea 
of God, as Neceſſary Exiſtence, as.included in the Idea of 
God, is for the Being of God : But this - he can never 


prove 3 . 
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prove ; and at beſt, theſe Arguments from [deas are thought 
too fine and ſubtle by moſt men. 

2. His next kind of Unity is a nity of Principle ; that 
is One thing , which has but One Principle of Action : 
And we cannot conceive that One Principle or Nature ſhould 
be but One, and yet Three different Principles and Natures. 
But I ſvppoſe he can conceive, That if One and the ſame 
undivided Principle and Nature be and a& in Three, theſe 
Three are One by the Unity of Principle and Nature. 
And this is the Catholick Faith of the Trinity, not Three 
different Principles and Natures in Three Perſons, but One 
and the ſame Principle and Nature, inſeparably and indivi- 
ſibly ſubſiſting and ating in Three: Upon account of 
which Identity of Principle and Operation, the Catholick 


Fathers aſſerted but One Life, Energy, and Power, not 


confuſedly, but diſtintly in Three 3 which aſferts the 
Unity of Principle, together with the real diſtin@tion of 
true and proper Perſons. If indeed he can prove from his 
nity of Principle, That One Nature and Principle can 
live, ſubſiſt, and at but in One ; ſucha Unity of Principle 
as this, will admit but of One ſingle Perſon, and muſt 
overthrow the Catholick Faith of a Real Trinity. But 
though the Unity of Principle does prove That to be but 


One, which has but One Principle ; it does not prove, That 
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this One Nature and Principle can be but in One. 
3- His Third kind of Unity is very ſurprizing, eſpeci- 
ally as applied to the Unity of God ; it is the Unity of 
Pofition, of Place, or of bi. When we perceive any Objed in 
a continued Poſition, bounded and fenced out from other things 
round about it, all within ſuch Terms and Limits we call One. 
Bleſs me ! thought I; How is this applicable to the Unity 
of God ? who has no Body, no Parts, no continued Poſition ; 
can't be bounded and fenced round about, nor confined within 
Terms and Limits ; and therefore can never have this Unity 
of Pofition, which is a very ſorry kind of Unity at beſt. 


His 
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His Philoſophy belonging to this Head is very admira- 
ble; but to let that paſs, he would not be thought to at- 
tribute Extenſion to Spirits ; but the /Jea of a Pont is more 
applicable to Spiritual Beings ; but a Phyſical Point is ex- 
tended ſtill, though it be the leaſt conceivable Extenſion , 
and has parts, and therefore can't repreſent ſimple Unity, 
and is the Idea of Body, not of Spirit. Nor does he think 
hocal preſence or determination any way contained within the 
1dea of a Spiritual Being, and therefore this can't belong to 
the Unity of a Spirit. Well : But he z not able to com bd 
the Union or Separation of Two Spiritual Beings, without con- 
fidering them in the ſame or different Localities. 

1 know not how to help this, that he can't conceive of 
Spirits, but only after the manner of Bodies. Are Spirits 
united \ by Juxta-poſition of Parts, or Penetration of Di- 
menſions ? If not, One 2/4: can't unite them, though Se- 
parate Z/47's may prove them Separate. 

\ But ſtillwhatis all this to the Unity of God z Why, he 
tells us, 7t 7s plain at firſt fight, that we cannot poſſibly concerve 
God under any difference of | Pofition : 1 add further, That we 


But the reaſon he gives why we can't conceive God under any 


it in it ; which proves that God has no Poſition, but is pre- 
ſeat without Poſition ,- as he is without Extenſion, 
and without Parts. God needs no place to. ſubſiſt 
in , but is Place to himſelf, and Place to every thing 
elſe; as the Hebrews called God Makem, or Place ; 
according to S*, Pau!”*s Notion of it,: That i him we /ive, 
move, and have our being ; that as all things receive Being 
by his Almighty Word, ſo all things ſabſiſt in Infinite Mind, 
as the Ideas and Notions of things do in Finite Minds. 
God could not create any thing withour himſelf, __ 

there 


/ = 77 - 
cannot conceive God under any Pofition, and therefore the * © © * 
Unity of Poſition can never belong to the nity of God. 
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difference of Poſition, is, becauſe we cannot exclude Omnipo- . * 
tence from any imaginable point of Space ; nor can we include * 
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there is nothing extra without him; and this is the Omnz-" 
preſence of God, not his Commenſuration to Infinite Space ; 
which is a groſs Corporeal Repreſentation of Omnipre- 
ſence by Infinite Extenſion, or Commienturation to Infinite 
Extenſion, and makes ſomething elle as Infinite as God, v7z. 
Infinite Space, which muſt be commenſurate to God, if 
God be commenſurate to Space ; but the Omnipreſence of 
God is his Comprehenſion of all things in himſelf. 
And yet his way of proving the C © $40 of God 
from his Omnipotence, That we cannot exclude Omnipotence 
from any imaginable Point of Space, if by Otmiproſince he 
means an Eſſeutial Omnipreſence,as he muſt do here,is not ſo 
ſelf-evident as he ſeems to think it: The only foundation 
of it is this, That nothing can act where it is not ; which 
' holds true only where Conta& is' neceſſary to Adion, 
that is, only in Bodies, whoſe Power conſiſts in ContaR, 
or touching each other ; but any Being which ads without 
Contact, as God certainly does, may be Omnipotent, 
/ without being Omnipreſent ; that is, may a@ at an Infi- 
! nite diſtance, without any Local Preſence with the thing 
| on which it as. Itis the firſt time, to the beſt of my re- 
| membrance, that ever I met with this Notion, That 'zzs zhe 
| Iimited Powers and Faculties of Created Beings, which are 
* |, the foundation of all local diſtin{tion. Finite Creatures in- 
deed have finite and limited Powers ; bur it is not the limi- 
tation of their Powers and Faculties, but of their Preſence, 
: which makes a local or 24; diſtinion : If this were ſo, 
! Power muſt be proportioned to Preſence, which we know 
| is falſe ; for the greateſt things, which fill the largeſt ſpace, 
| are not the moſt powerful : Spirits, which fill no ſpace at 
jall, bave'the greateſt Power, and moſt enlarged Faculties. 
- But it is time to ſce the Pinch of this Argument from 
the Unity of Pojition; and the Sum of it is this: Whatever 
is One, muſt be in ſome One Place or 7/b;, which diftin- 
guiſhes and ſeparates it from other things: That he cannot 
con- 


conceive the diſtinAion of two or three Beings from each 
other, without conſidering them in ſo many different Pla- 
ces or Lacalities : That God .is Omnipreſert, and be can no 
yore conceive Three Qmnipreſents, than he can conceive Three 


ſtraight Lines drawn between the ſame Points. That is, in 


plain Emg/iſh, There are not Three Diſtin Infinite Spaces 
for Three Diſtint Omnipreſent Perſons to be in, and there- 
fore there cannot be a Trinity of True and Proper Perſons ; 
but as there is but One Omnipreſent Divine Nature, ſo 


there can be but One ſingle Omnipreſent Perſon ; and there 
is an end of the Trinity, till we can find room in the. 
world for Three Perſons, each of whom is Omanipreſent. | 


I perceive our Confiderer has not been ſo fair and equal 
as he pretended to be. He would not conſult the Fathers, 
for fear of Prejudices and Prepoſleſſions ; but cither good 
Wits jump, or he has taken care to conſult the Ancient He- 
reticks ; for this was the old Sahei/ian Argument, which 
was long ſince anſwered and ſcorned by Athanaſius ; as he 
will find in the Chapter of Sabe/l;aniſm, to which refer 
him and the Reader. - 

But in good earneſt, does any ſober Chriſtian want an 
Anſwer to this Argument ? [Does God then fill a Space, as 
Bodies do, that Three Divine Omanipreſent Perſons muſt 
have Three ſeparate Localities, and be commenſurate to 
Three Infinite Spaces? Has God any Place 5 does he ſub- 
fiſt in any thing but himſelf 2 If the Confderer can't con- 


ceiveany Beings to be diſtin without diſtin Localities, 


How does he dillinguiſh God from Creatures, when he 
owns that God is in every imaginable Point of Space, that 
is, in the very ſame 41s and Localities, whereever any 
Creatures are? | | D Mi 1c HA 
. But do not all Catholiak. Chriftians own, That there'is 
but One Infipite, Inſeparable, Undivided Nature, in Three 
Perſons > And muſt this One Undivided Monad be in Three 
ſeparate Localities, becauſe it ſubſiſts in three —_—_ Per- 
O 2 ons ? 


| 
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ſons? eſpecially when theſe diſtin Perſons are whole and 
entire in each other; as our Saviour aſſures us, 7 am is 
the Father, and the Father in me. And is not this a won- 
derful demonſtration againſt Three \Real and Proper Per- 
ſons in the Trinity, That there cannot be Three ſuch Infi- 
nite Omnipreſent Perſons, unleſs they fubſiſt in Three Infi- 
nite and Separate Localities? But enough of this in all 
reaſon. 

Theſe are the Premiſes, from whence with ſo much open 
Aſſurance and Confidence he draws that Sabelliax Conclu- 
fion, That the Idea of God being really but One fimple Idea, 
can be applied but to One fingle Perſon, in the firſt ſenſe of the 
word Perſon, as it ſignifies a particular Intelligent Being, 
Nature, or Principle. From whence, he ſays, it follows, 
that according to the Notions we are capable of framing of 
nity and Diſftinftion, —— all the Perſonal diſtinftion we can 
conceive in the Deity, muſt be founded on ſome acceſſory Ideas, 
extrinſecal to the Divine Nature. So that there is not a Tri- 
nity zz the Divine Nature, as the Catholick Church has al- 
ways believed ; but the Divine Nature, which really is but 
One ſingle Perſon, is a Trinity with reſpe&to ſomething 
which does not belong to the Divine Nature, but is ex:r- 
ſecal toit. Whether theſe be not New Terms and New Do» 
frine too, unknown to the Catholick Church, or known 
only as condemned Herefies, I appeal to all men, who will 
conſult any Catholick Hiſtorian, or any Catholick Father, 
without prejudice. 

And here I might reaſonably enough break off; for I 
have followed the Confiderer till we have heard him demon- 
ſtrate againſt a Trinity of Real, Proper Perſons in the 
Unity of the Godhead ; which puts an end to the whole 
Diſpute about a 7rinity ix nity, becauſe there is no ſuch 
thing. He has found out indeed a Unity for God, but it is 
not a Unity in Trinity, but the Unity of One ſingle Per- 
fon; and he has found a Trinity, but it is nota Trinity in 


the 
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cal acceſſory Ideas. But ſince he has uſed ſome Arrt in pal- 


liating this Hereſy , it will be neceflary to. take off the 


Diſguiſe.” \ 


The firſt ſtep he makes to it, is by ſeeming to own, That p. +4, 25. 


there may be ſome greater Myſtery and Obſcurity in the 
Dodtrine of the Trinity, than that Account which he has 
given of it: But if this Account, ſays he, of the Trinity be 
too eaſy, and falls far ſhort of thoſe high expreſſions of d, ins 


dion found in Scripture (as I think it does )/and no other, ” / ” 
grounded upon any Notions our Souls have framed of Unity and 


Diſtiniion, can be true or conſiſtent ( as I have before parti- 
cularly proved), then it neceſſarily follows, That God muſt be 
One and Three in ſome way or manner not conceivable by human 
Underſtanding. Here he thinks he has found a ſafe Retreat : 
He aſlerts, and proves ( as he would have us believe ) 
from all the Notions of Diſtintion and Unity which our 
minds can frame, That God is and can be Oe in no other 
Notion, than of One finz/e Perſen, in the firſt and proper 
ſenſe of a Perſon, for an Intelligent Perſon; and that Gad 
neither is nor can be Three in the ſenſe of. Three Proper 
Diſtin@ Perſons : If you charge him with Sabellianiſmfor 
this, then he retreats to an ob/cure, confuſed knowledge ; to 
ſuch a way and manner of God's being One and Three, as 
is not conceivable by human Underſtanding. 

Well : But will he allow-us with this o4/cure and confuſed 
knowledge, to believe the Holy Trinity ro be Three Divine, 
Proper, Diſtin& Perſons, and One God, 7in a way and man» 
er unconceivable by Fluman Underſtanding > By .no. means ! 
This he has proved by all the Notions of Unity and Di- 
ſtin&ion cannot be true or confiſtent ; nor is it poſlible for us 
to believe what we do not underſtand the terms of, or 
what contradiQs our former knowledge 3 and we are not 
bound to believe what is not poſlible to be believed, nor 
can God in Juſtice or Goodneſs require ſuch a Faith of us, 
as 
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as we have already heard : So that Sabe//ianiſm we may 
believe, and muſt not believe any thing contrary to it; 
and then we may believe that there is ſomething more in 
it than we underſtand, if we pleaſe. 

And therefore we may obſerve, That he is not concerned 
about any difficulties in the Notion of the Divine Unity, 
which all Catholick Writers have been moſt concerned for z 
how to reconcile the Unity of God with a Trinity of Di- 
vine Perſons ; but that which troubles him moſt, is the 
DiſtinF#ion, which the Catholick Fathers never diſputed 
about, but poſitively afferted in the moſt proper and real 
ſenſe, againſt the Sab://zay Hereticks : Bur he ſeems ſenſi- 
ble, as well he may be, that the Sabellian Notion of Per- 
ſons falls very ſhort of thoſe high Expreſſions of Diſtinfion 
which are found in Scripture : And here it is that he allows 
of an obſcure and confuſed Knowledge. When he has re- 
jeted a True Perſonal diſtinion, all other kinds of di- 
ſtin&ion he can think of, will not anſwer thoſe high ex- 
preſſions of diſtinftion found in Scripture; and therefore 
provided you do not believe them diſtin Perſons, you 
may believe, if you' pleaſe, that there is ſome other un- 
known and unconceivable diſtintion between them. 

This is plainly what he means by his obſcure confuſed 
Knowledge, by his genera! confuſed Faith, by his general con- 
fuſed Notion of the Trinity ; and therefore he religiouſly 
keeps to that form of words, That One and the ſame God is 
Three ; which muſt be underſtood in his Notion of Ore and 
the ſame God, that is, One fingle Perſon ; for all his Notions 
of Unity and Diſtinition are on purpoſe deſigned to prove, 
That One Godcan't be Three, ina true and proper Notion of 
a Perſon; and therefore he never ſo much as names that 
queſtion, How'T hree Drvine Perſons are One God > Which 
—_— be reconciled to a Sabel/iax Unity of a Single 

erſon. 
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What it is the Scripture requires us to believe concerning 
the Trmity. 


H E Con/iderer having laid the Foundations of Sabel- 
lianiſm in his Natural Sentiments, proceeds to exa- 
mine what the DoQtrine of the Scripture is concerning 
this matter ; and to reconcile the Scripture to his Natural 
Sentiments; though the more reaſonable and ſafer way had 
been firſt to have learnt the Faith from Scripture, and then 
to have correRed the Miſtakes of his Natural Sentiments 
by Scripture. | 
I do not intend to enter into a long difpute with him 
here, bur ſhall only let the Reader fee what it is he would 
prove, and what he aſferts; for his whole buſineſs in ſhort 
1s to prove, That the Sabe/lian Notion of the Unity of God, 
or of One fingle Perſon, and of Three Names, Titles, Cha- 
rafters, extrinſecal Reſpets and Relations, is the True Scri- 
ture DoQrine of the Trinity. | 
- This he very freely tells us, That the Sum of all that the Þ. 2g. 
Scriptures plainly and expreſly teach concerning a Trinity, is 
this, That there is but One only God ( and what he means by 
Ore only God, xye have often heard ), the Author and Maker _ 
of all things Ba that One God ought to be acknowledged and x, © 
adored by us #nder thoſe Three different Titles of Charatters of © © 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft : Which Words are very re- 
markable. He does not fay, That this Oze God is to be ac- 
knowledged and adored in Three, who have the ſame One 
Divinity ſubſiſting whole, and perfe&, and diſtinQly in | 
each of them, which is the Catholick Faith: Bur this Oe | 
God is to be acknowledged and adored by us under theſe Three 
different Titles and Charatters of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt : 
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Ghoſt : So that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not the 
One God, for neither of them is God, but they are only 
the different Titles and Charafters of the One God. And 
though God, when repreſented by different Characters , 
is God ſtill under each Character, yet neither of the 
Characters is God, no more than the Titles and CharaQers 
of a Man, 1s the Man. 

Now one might have expected that the Coyffdercr ſhould 
have proved, That the Scripture-Notion of One God is, 
That there is but Oe /ing/e Divine Perſon (in the true and 
proper Notion of the word Perſon ) who is Gods and that 
theſe Names of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, do not in Scri- 
pture f{ignify Three Diſtin, Real Perſons, but are only 
Three Different Titles and Charatters of the: ſame One Di- 
vine Perſon: This indeed had effetually proved what he 
pretends to; but he was too wiſe to attempt either. ' The 
firſt he ſays nothing at all of, but takes it, for granted, that 
he has demonſtrated That by his Natural Notions of Unity 
and  DiſtinRjon 3 but. had he not firſt demonſtrated that 
nothing could be true aud conjiſtent, and that God can re- 
quire us to believe nothing which contradicts his Natural 
Notions, he ſhould have a little enquired what the Notion 
of Scripture is about this matter : But taking it for grant- 
ed that'he had already demonſtrated this, That One God 
ſignifies One fingle Perſon, he only proves, That the Titles 
and CharaQters of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, belong 
to God; and therefore, That theſe Terms muſt all be ſo un- 
derſtood, as to include the ſame God ( the One ſingle Di- 
vinePerſon ) #n their Signification. 

The firſt, I think, he proves well enough, That theſe 
Titles and Charafters of Father , Son, and Holy Ghoſt, be- 
long to God; and this vindicates him from being a Soci- 
ian: But when he applies all theſe Titles and CharaFers to 
One and the ſame God, that is in his ſenſe, to One and the 
lame ſingle Perſon, this proves him to be a Sabelian ; for 
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this was the Doctrine of Noetus and Sabelius, That theſe 
different Titles and Charafers did belong but to One jrngle 
Perſon, who is God. 

He proves, That theſe 7:t/es and Charaers, Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, do ſignify God, from the forms of Baptiſm, 


Salutation, and Bleſſing. Go teach all nations, baptizing them P. 1. 


in the name of the Father , of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt. The grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and the love of 
God, and the communion of the Holy Ghoſt, be with you all. 
From whence, as he adds, T infer, That all theſe terms, Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ſignify God ; becauſe I cannot poſ- 
fibly conceive 'tis agreeable to the nature of the Chriſtian Re--- 
ligion, that the Miniſters of it ſhould teach, baptize, or bleſs 
the people in any other name but God's. Llike this Argument 
very well, but if it provesany thing, it proves more than 
he would have it, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 
each of them by himſelf true and perfe& God, and not all 
[Three One fing/e Perſon ; for it ſeems altogether as abſurd 
to teach, baptize, or bleſs in Three Names and Titles, when 
there is but Oxe fing/e Perſon ſignified by thoſe Three Names. 


And therefore his Inference is not very plain, That if any Þ 3*: 


One of theſe Terms ſignify God, they muſt all Three fignify 
God ; and if all Three fignify God, they muſt all Three Heanify 
One and the ſame God; for God is One. 

This is very artificial, but not plain: The conſequence 
is plain, That if Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are the 
Names of God, they mult all ſignify Oe God by the Unity 
and ſameneſs of Nature, becauſe there is but Oxe God ; but 
not by the Dnity of Perſon, becauſe the Scripture mentions 
Three, each of whom is God : Which proves, That Ged is 
One in Nature , but Three in Perſons ; as the Catholick 
Church has always bclieved. 

As for what he adds, That the One Supreme God, the 
Lord and Maker of all things, is here meant by the word Fa- 
ther, is a thing not queſtioned ; and therefore $:n and Holy 
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Ghoſt are terms expreſſive of the ſame Divine Nature ; may 
in ſome ſenſe be allowed, if he will diſtinguiſh between 
Nature and Perſon ; but according to the ſenſe of Scripture, 
and the belief of the Catholick Church, Father, Son, and 
H'ly Ghoſt, are the names of Three Real, Diſtin, Divine 
Perſons, not of One Divine Nature, in the fenie of Ore 
Perf 1. | 

Buc though we allow this with the Catholick Church, 
That the Father is the One Supreme Ged ; we have no reaſon 
to all;w this to the Conſiderer, who will not allow Father, 
Son, or Fly Ghoſt, to be Names of Divine Perſons, or to 
be Names or Relations of the Divine Nature, confidered 
as tie Divine Nature ; for he ſays they are extrinſecal, that 
is, extra-cilential, 7deas, Titles, Charatters, Reſpefts, Res 
lations ;, and therefore Father, according to this Hypothefis, 
is nor the eſſential Name of the One Supreme God, but given 
to him for ſome ex!rin/ical and extra-eſſential reaſons ; is 
his Name, not by Nature, but by Inſtitution, and then 
muſt be proved to be-his Name ; which the mere form of 
Baptiſm cannot do, for the Name God is not expreſſed in it ; 
much leſs does it prove, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
are One and the ſame God, or One ſingle Perſon. 

It ts evident indeed from other Texts, That Father is the 
Name of God, but then it is the Name of God! the Father , 
and the Sor js the Son of God, and the Holy Ghoſt the Spirit 
of God, the Spirit of the Father and of the Son; and this 
does prove, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, have the 
fame One Divinity, the ſame One Divine Nature, as the 
very Names and Relations of Father, and Son, and Spirit, 
prove : But ſurely this does not prove, That God the Fa- 
ther, and his Son, are the ſame One /ingle Perſon, as well as 
One God ; tor Father and Son all the world over ſignify 
Two ciftint Perſons ; for no One Perſon can- be Father 
and Son to himſelf; nor can the Eternal ſubſiſting Spirit of 


God be the ſame Perſon with that God whoſe Spirit he is. 
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Unleſs he allows that Father in the form of Baptiſm is the- 
Name of a Perſon, he can prove nothing from it ; and if 
Father be the Name of a Perſon, Son, and Holy Gh:ſt, mult 
be the Names of Perſons alſo; and then the Names and | 
Relations of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, neceſlarily; 
prove, That they are not Oze fing/e Perſon, but Three 

Perſons. 

Thus he proves the Son to be God, from that Religious 
Worſhip which is paid to him ; which does indeed prove 
him to be God, but not the ſame One Perſon with the Fa- 
ther : Our Confiderer is much miſtaken, if he thinks it 
ſufficient to prove, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 
the Titles and CharaQers of the ſame One fingle Perſon, 
who is the One God, if he can prove that each of theſe 
Names ſignify One whois God. And the truth is, if theſe 
Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, do not ſignify Per- 
ſons, they cannot ſignify God; for then they are not Names 
of Nature, but ſomething extrinſecal ard acceſſory to the Di- 
vine Nature; and wo Ja they may be theexternal Deno= 
minations of him whois God, but not the Names of God, 
conſidered as God, and therefore cannot ſignify God ; be= 
cauſe they do not ſignify the Divine Nature in the Perſons 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, but ſomerhing extrinfical 
and acceſſory, that is, ſomething which is not eſſential, and 
therefore which the Divine Nature might be without. I 
hope the Confiderer did not think of this Conſequence, 
That it is poſſible that God might neither have been Father, 
Son, nor Holy Ghoſt ; which yet muſt be allowed poſlible, 
if theſe be mere extrinſecal and acceſſory Titles and Charafters: 
Nay, this muſt be allowed, unleſs we will grant that theſe 
Names ſignify Three Real, Subſiſting, Inreigper, Coeternal 
Perſons, in the Unity of the ſame Godhead. 

But theſe Three Perſons do ſomewhat puzzle him. That 
God ſhould be called Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is as eafily 
to be believed, as that be ſhould be called Adonai, Elohim, 
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and Jehovah : That the ſame thing. ſhould be fignified and ex- 
preſſed by ſeveral Names, is mo ſuch incredible Mftery. 
W hich ſtill ſhews us what it is he believes and would prove 
in all this, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are but 
Three Names of that One fingle Perſon, who is God. But, as 
he proceeds, if we allow that theſe terms, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are all applied to God in Scripture, "tis not thought 
ſufficient to ſay, That theſe are Three ſeveral Names, which 
fignify Gods But we are further required to believe, That Ged 
is One and Three ;. the ſame God (not the fame ſingle Perſon), 
but Three different Hypoſtaſes or Perſons; and that one of 
theſe Three Hypeſtaſes or Perſons is both God and Max. 
+ Theſe are the Hard Sayings which puzzle ſome mens under- 
Nandings. This is the Faith of the Catholick Church, and 
| will always be Hard Sajings to Sabellian Underſtandings, 
| which they will never be able to reconcile with their Hy- 
potheſis of One fingle Perſon in the Godhead. But let us 
hear how he clears himſelf of theſe difficulties. 
P. 37. He obſerves in the firſt place, That theſe Names, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are applied to God in Scripture in a dif- 
' ferent way from what any of his other Names are. So far he 
is in the right ; but what is this d:ferent way 2 In ſhort, it 
; isthis; That the other Names of God fignify only partial Con- 
| 2 cepticns of the Divine Nature, ſuch as. Self-exiſtence, Pom- 
4 er, &c. and are all contained within the ſame Idea of God, 
| and therefore cannot be the foundation of any diſtinition in the 
| Godhead. Let this paſs. But each of theſe Names, Father, 
"Son, and Holy Ghoſt, includes the whole Idea we have of God, \ 
{ and ſomething more ; as being extrinſecal and acceſſory to the | 
\ Divine Nature, and the whole Idea of God full and compleat, | 
, _— the application of theſe terms. Let us examine this 
| r 
He fays, Eachof theſe Names includes the-whole Idea of 
God. I beſeech you how can that be, when they fignify 
ſomething extr inſecaſ ayd acceſſory to the Divine Nature, and 
the 
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the whole Idea of God may be conceiued full and compleat \ 
without them? For if theſe Names are not included inthe 
Idea of God, which is full: and compleat without them 
which Aſſerticn, by the way , overthrows the whole 
Chriſtian Faith of the Trinity ), how can they include. 
the Idea of God ir them, which they are-not ſo much as 
any part of, much leſs the whole, and ſomething more 2 ; 

I grant the Names of Father, Son, and Foly Ghoſt, may \ 
connote the Idea of God, as the Name of a King and a Fa- | 
ther connote the Idea of a Man who is King and Father , 
which | ſuppoſe is all he intends by it ; but then the King, 
muſt be a Man, and the Father muſt be a Man, to connote 
the Idea of Man : And thus in the Bleſſed Triffityz if 
theſe Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, connote the [dea 
of God, the racher malt be True and Perfe& God, and the 
Son muſt beTrue and Perfect God,and the HolyGhoſt muſt 
be True and Perfe&t God 3 for neither Father, Son, or 
Holy Ghoſt, connote the [dea of God upon any other ac- 
count, than as the Whole and Perfect Divine Nature ſub- 
ſiſts in each of them, and that makes the whole Idea of 
God belong to each of them. 

To proceed : He tells us,, That though all theſe Names are 
ſeparately and together affirmed of God, yet each of them in 
fo peculiar a manner, that there are ſeveral occaſions, where, 
when one of theſe terms is uſed with relation to God, *twould bs 
improper to uſe either of the other. That is, when it is pro- 
per tocall God Father, it is improper to call him, Sox, or 
Holy Ghoſt, and ſo on the contrary : But the reaſon of this 
in his Hypotheſis, is not that their Perſons are diſtin and 
incommunicable, but that there are ſeveral occafrons which 
make ſuch change of Names-improper : Asa Man who is 
a.King, a Husband, and a Father, all theſe Names do ſe- 
parately and together belong to him, bur you muſt have 
a care of ſpeaking improperly, by applying theſe Names 
ta improper Relations. 

Well:. 
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Well: however, From hence, he ſays, it follows, that theſe 
Three Names of God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, muſt des 
note 4 Threefold difference or diſtinftion belonging to God. 1 
grant, it makes a diſtintion of Names and external Offices 
and Relations in God, but no diſtintion of Hypoſtaſes and 
Perſons, which was the diſtinftion to be ſhewn ; but this 
he abſolutely rejes; for it muſt be no other difference or 
diſtin&tion, but ſuch as is confiſtent with the Unity and Sim- 
plicity of the Divine Nature, This we would all ſubſcribe 
to, did he mean honeſtly ; but his nity and Simplicity of 
the Divine Nature, is nothing elſe but the Unity and Sim- 
plicity of One /ing/e Perſon ; and all the diſtinQtion he will 
allow theſe different Names to make, is no more than what 
One fingle Perſon is capable of. 

For each of theſe Names includes the whole Idea we have of 
God, and ſomething more. Very right; if we allow theſe 
Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to be the Names of 
true and proper Divine Perſons; for then each of them is 
true and perfe&t God, and the whole Idea of God is included 
in each of them, becauſe the whole Divine Nature is in each 
of them ; otherwiſe neither of theſe Names include the 
Idea of God, but only connote it, as I have already ob- 
ſerved. 

And what he adds, That as far as theſe Names expreſs 
the Nature of God, they all adequately and exattly fignify the 
ſame ; is very true alſo, if by the ſame, he means the ſame 
Nature, not the ſame One ſingle Perſon : And then what he 
adds, '7:1s the additional fignification which makes all the di- 
Finftion between them, is very true alſo ; but he ought to 
have told us what this additional fignification, this ſomething 
more than the whole Idea of God, 1s, which is included in 
theſe Names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and then we 
might have known what this diſtinCtion is. | 

All the additional fignification that I know of, is this 
That Father ſignifies God, includes the whole Idea of God 3 

but 
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but beſides this, Father, when it ſignifies God, ſignifies a 
Self-originated, Unbegotten God, who is God of himſelf, 
and begets a Son of his own Nature, and Coeternal with 
himſelf. So ſigniftes God, but begotten God, God of God, 
the living and perfect Image of his Father. Holy Ghoſt ſig+ 
riftes God, but God proceeding eternally from Father and 
Son, in the Unity and PerteAion of the ſame Divite Na- 
ture, And this is all the diffcrence between therh, not a 
difference of Nature, but a diſtin@tion of True, Real, Pro- 


per Perſons. 
The Conftderer ſeems to allow this, That Perſon is a proper 


III 


Name for this diſtinton; For Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ._- , 
——» have plainly a Perſonal ſignificatiin ; each of them, with« - 


out any figure of ſpeech, being determined to ſignify ſome In+ 
zelligent Being atling in ſuch a manner as is there related. 

Theſe Words wouid betray an Unwary Reader, to bes 
lieve the Conſtderer as Orthodox as the Nicene Fathers, and 
that he did acknowledge Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to 
be Three Perſons, without a Figure, as a Perſon fignifies art 
Intelligent Being ; but he has ſecured himſelf againſt this 
Imputation. by an artificial addition, ſome Intelligent Being 
ailing in ſuch, or ſuch, a manner : He will not allow Per- 
ſon to ſignify abſolutely an /ntelligent Being, bvt an Intelli- 
gent Being with reſpe& to ſome peculiar manner of adt- 
ng; and thus One fing/e Perſon, in the proper Notion of 
Perſon, for an Intelligent Being. may ſuſtain Three Per ſons, 
or Perſonal Charatters, with reipe to extrinſecal Relations, 
and the different manner of acting. 

The whole Myſtery and Sophiſtry of this, is, That 
God, who is One fingle Perſon, is upon different accounts 
ſometimes called che. Father, fometimes the $'n, and ſome- 
times the Holy Ghoſt ; and therefore Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, have a Perſonal frznification, each of theſe Names 
ſignity Perſon in a proper ſenſe, that is, the Perſon of Godt; 


but all of them ſeparately and together, ſignify but One ard. 
che 
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the ſame ſingle Perſon ; for they are all of rhem attributed 
to God, and God is but One, or One Perſon, though this 
One proper Perſon may ſuſtain Three figurative Perſons, 
or Perſonal Charatters, This is plain dealing ; and this is 
his Anſwer to his firſt Hard Saying, That God is One and 
Three; the ſame God, but Three different Hypoſtaſes or Per- 
ſons : That God is One and the fame ſingle Pcrfon, under 
Three Perſonal Characters, which may be called Three 
Perſons, becauſe each of them ſignifies the True and Pro- 
per Perſon of God. 

And here we ſee in what ſenſe theſe Gentlemen allow, 
That each Perſon is Subſtance, is Mind, and Spirit, and 
yet that God is but One Subftance, One Mind, and Spirit ; 
wiz. in the very ſame ſenſe that this Author affirms that 
God is but One fingle Perſon, and yet that the Father is a 
Perſon, the Son a Perſon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Perſon ; 
and for the ſame reaſon, that they decry and abhor Three 
Sublances, Three diſtinit Minds and Spirits in the God- 
head, though affirmed to be indiviſibly and inſeparably 
One Infinite Subſtance, Mind, and Spirit; for the fame 
reaſon they rejet Three Intelligent Subſtantial Perſons ; 
though our Modern Sabellians have been more Cautious 
generally than this Confiderer, not to own it in expreſs 
words. 

Now as for theſe Terms of Three Subſtances, and Three 
Minds, there may be good reaſon to let them alone, tho 
when rightly explained no reaſon to condemn them of He- 
reſy ; but we muſt inſiſt on Three Diſtint, Infinite , Intelli- 
gent , Subſtanttal Perſons, Each of which is Mind and Sub- 
ſtance, and One 1s not the Ocher : If they diſown this ( as 
the Confiderer does) they are downright Sabellians ; if they 

| ownit, we have no tarther Diſpute about this matter. 

| *% Let usnow conſider his other Hard Siying, That One of 
theſe Three Hyp:/laſes or Perſ.ns ſhould be bath God and 
Man. 


Now 
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Now the Hardneſs of this Saying is not, That it is hard 
to prove from Scripture, that ſo it is; or that it is hard to 
conceive how God and Man can be united; which is all that 
he touches on: But it is and always will be a Hard Saying 
to the Conſrderer upon another account ; (that is, To recon- 
cile it with a Trinity of On? proper fingle Perſon, and Three 
Perſonal Charadters. 

The Doctrine of the : Incarnation-is this ; That th 
Eternal Son of God became True and Perfe&t Man, 'by 


taking the Human Nature into a Perſonal Union to hims- 


ſelf. That the. Son only became Man, not the Father, nor_.__-_' 
the Holy Ghoſt: That ewo perfect flint Natures, the ho 


Divine and Human Nature, were without Confuſion uni» \ 
ted in-the One Perſon of Chriſt ; and that this One Perſon 


is the. Eternal Word and Son of God. 'Now if there 'be 


but One fing/e Perſon in the Godhead, and Father, Son, and | 


and not the-Father, nor the Holy Ghoſt? Ir. is only a Per- 

ſon that can be Incarnate, for a Perſonal Character can't | 
be Incarnate without the Perſon ; and if there be but One 
fingle Perſon, and this fame One Perſon is Father, Son, 

and Holy Ghoſt, -it is impoſlible that that Perſon who is 

the Son, ſhould be Incarnate, but the Perſon who is the 
Father-and the Holy Ghoſt, muſt be Incarnate alſo ; be- 

cauſe the ſame Perſon who'is the Son, is the-Father and 

the Holy Ghoſt. 


Holy Ghoſt, are but Three Names, _or Perſonal Characters/ 
- of this One ſingle Perſon, How - can the Son be Tncarnatey\ 


The ſhort Queſtion is this; Whether a True, Proper,” 
Divine Pcrſon was Incarnate, in the Incarnation of Chriſt 2 / 


a4 


It not, then Chriſt was not a Divine Perſon, how Divine 


ſoever he might be upon other accounts ; the Divine Na- | 


ture did not perſally ſubſiſt in him, he was not perſonaly 
True and Perte& God ; and then the Perſon of Chriit was 
no morc than a Man, whatever Divine Influences he might 
.reccive from God: But if the Divine Nature were truly: 
and 
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and properly Incarnate in the Perſon of Chriſt, then if 
there be but One ſingle Divine Perſon in the Godhead, 
but Orme Divine Nature. in the ſenſe of One jingle Perſon, then 
the whole Godhead, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, which 
are but One True and Proper Perſon, was Incarnate in 
Chriſt. 

This is the true difficulty, and he is ſo wiſe as to take no 
notice of it. It does not appear to me, that he believes one 
word concerning the Incarnation of God, or of a True 
Divine Perſon ; he ſays, He that is in Scripture called the 
Son of God, did appear in the likeneſs of men : He certainly 
wasa True Man, but that is not our preſent diſpute; Was 
he in his own Perſon 'True and Perfe&t God ? Was he a 
Human Perſon; or the Perſon of the Son of God appear- 
ing in Human Nature? 

He was, he ſays, in the Form of God, before he took the 
Nature of Man «pon him. This ſounds well ; but why does he 
not. ſpeak out, and tell us what this Form of Godis > Whe- 
ther the True: Divine Nature ſubſiſting in him, a True Di- 
vine Perſon? GH) 

»i Well: But God did ſuffer himſelf to be worſhipped and 
adored in and by the Man Chriſt Jeſus; the leaſt that can be 
inferred from which' is, That God was more immediately and 
peculiarly preſent in Chriſt, #han ever he was ſaid to have been 
any where elſe? as in;the Heavens, the Jewiſh Temple, be- 
tween the C. herubims/ tn Prophets and Holy Men, who (pake 


as they were moved by the Spirit. Now all this might have 


been ſpared, would he but have faid, That the Perſon Feſus 
Chriſt was worſhipped with Divine Honours, as being in 
his own Perſon True and Perfe&t God, as wellas Man 3 and 
without ſaying this, he ſays nothing to prove that Chriſt 
is the Son of God Incarnate. 

To ſay, That God did ſuffer himſelf to be worſhipped in and 
by the Man Chriſt Feſus, as he was worſhipped in the Hea- 
vens, in the Jewilh Temple, between the Cherubims. ( for that 
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muſt be the force of the Compariſon ) does'no more prove”. 
Chriſt to be God, than it proves the Heavens, the Fewiſh | 
Temple, and the Cherubims, to be God: It may prove a / 
more perfed& ſymbolical Preſence of God in Chriſt, which! 
hecalls the Fulneſs of the Godhead, but not the Incarnation; 
of the S2nof God. But this is not the DoQrine of Scri-/ 
pture, merely to ſay, That God ſuffers himſelf to be wor ſhip-\ 
ped in the Man Chriſt Jeſas ; as if God, and the Man Chri/t/ 
Jeſus, were not One Perſon; but that he commands us to \ 
worſhip that Perſon who is called Chriſt Jeſus, not as a Man, | 
in whom the Power of God dwells, and is preſent, as in, 
the Heavens, or in the Jewiſh Temple, or in the Prophets and | 
Holy Men ( who were never for this reaſon thought the | 
Objeds of Worſhip ) but as his own Erernal Son Incar- | 
nate. That all men ſhould honour the Son, ' as they honour the + 
Father ; which does not only ſignify to honour the Father | 
in the Son, but to pay Divine Honours to the Perſon of 
the Son, which makes them diſtin Objects of Worſhi 
and. therefore True and Proper Perſons, not Perſonal Cha- 
rafters, which may be diſtint Reaſons of Worſhip, but 
are not diſtin Objects. 


But we ſhall better underſtand this, by the account he-. 
gives of the Union of God and Man. In what manner / 
Soul and Body, or God and Man, are united, is not the 
queſtion ; for we know nothing how this Piryfical Union 
5 made ;-but the queſtion is concerning the Nature and 
Kind of this Union : Whether, as the Soul and Body are 
united in One Perſon, ſo as to be One Man, ſo God and | 
Man are united in One Perſon : That as the reaſonable Sonl 
and Fleſh is One Man, ſo God and Man is One Chriſt, Whe- 
ther the Divine and Human Natures are united in One Per» | 
ſon ; or God be united to Man only as an afliſting Princi- 
ple, by a perpetual and conſtant Influx of Divine Powers 
and Virtues. Thcſe two are vaſtly different : The firſt in- 
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deed always includes the ſecond in the moſt perfe&t man- 
ner, but the ſecond does not always infer the firſt. 

A Perſonal Union is always a Union of Life, Influence, 
and Power ; as he deſcribes the Zion of Sou! and Body; . 
That there is ſome Intelligent Power that makes uſe of the Or- 
gans of my Body, and atts in conjunition with the motions there 
produced: This is-all true, and neceſſarily conſequent up- 
on a Perſonal Union, but a very lame account of the Vital 
Union of. Soul and Bedy ; for thus. Angels may uſe the 
Bodies they aſſume, without 'a Perſonal Union : But a con- 
ſcious Life, Senſation, and Gavernment, which makes 
One ſelf, is a great deal more than to a in conjunttion with 
the Motions of the Body. The Union of Influence and Power 
may be without Perſonal Union,. and therefore does not al- 
ways make One Perſon. | 

It is the firſt we enquire after, it is the firſt the Scripture 
teaches, That the Word was made. Fleſh ; That God ſent 


forth, his Son, made of a woman: This .is the Catholick 


Faith of the Incarnation ; but this /he Confiderer takes no 
notice of ; but all he ſays, relates only to the Union of Influ- 
ence and Power. | 

And I may, fays he, as well conſider God united to Man, 
when he-ſo als by the Miniſtry and Operation of Man, that 
the Aftions of God ſeem conveyed, to us.the ſame way as the 
ations of one man are to another, But does this make God 
True and. Perfet Man ? This falls ſhort of-the- conjuna 
Operations of Soul and Rady , which . are - much more 
cloſe and intimate than the aRtions-of- one man are to anoe 
ther ; however, to be ſure the ations of one. man. upon 
another, do not make Two ſuch Men One Perſon; nor 
therefore can the like Influence of God.on Man, make God 
and Man One Perſon. But he proceeds: - 

Had thoſe who-upan ſome occaſions ſpake by the Extraordis 
nary Aſſiſtance of a Divine. Power, been conſtantly ſo direfed 
aud aſſiſted, how could they have diſtinguiſhed the ay” of 

their 
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their Souls from the Impreſſions of God 2: Juſt as they-did 
when they were ſometimes thus aſſiſted ;. for External Im- 
reſfſions are always diſtinguiſhable from Internal Motions: 
But ſuppoſe they could not: diſtinguiſh them , does this 
prove that-God is Incarnate in-ſuch men ; or would it be a 
reaſon to worſhip ſuch men as God ? 
He adds, And why then ſhould we not think ſuch an extras 
ordinary Power as this, as much united to ſuch men, as that 
common ordinary Power we call the Soul, is to theſe Bodies in 


7 


which it afts and exerts it ſelf. The Anſwer 1s plain, bes - 


cauſe it would be an External, not an Internal Principle of 


Life, and Motion, and Senſation, how conſtant ſoever its - 


Influences were. He calls it an Extraordinary Power, which 
ſhews that it is not a Natural Principle of AQtion; itis an 
Extraordinary. Power united to a Man, and therefore the 


Man is the Perſon, -this Extraordinary Power only an'exter- - 


nal aſſiſting Principle, of the ſame kind with that in Pro- 


phets, though- more conſtant and regular in-its atings* - 


But here is nothing of 7zcarnation-in all this, 

Is this Extraordinary Power a Divine Subſiſting Perſon; 
inthe true and proper Notion of a Perſon? Is it the Son of 
God,. that Eternal. Word, which was in the beginning, was 
with God, and was God > Is this Extraordinary Power 1o uni- 
ted to Human Nature, as to become Man? Is it the Perſon 
of Chriſt Jeſus, who was conceived in the Wombof the 
Virgin, lived in the World as a Man, ſuffered, and died; 
and roſe again from.,the dead, and now fits at the Right 
Hand of God in the higheſt Heavens? Not one word of 


allthis, which is the true Myſtery, and the only Uſe of 


this DoQrine of the Incarnation, whereon all our Hopes - 
of Salvation by Chriſt depend. -This Extraordinary Power 
is not a Perſon, but ſuch a-conſtant regular Inſpiration, as he * 


ſays, ſome are of opinion the Soul of man is ; But whether that 
be ſo or not, as he thinks ws ſt probably it is not ( which yer 
argues ſome kind of Inclination to it ),. yet it ſeems to him 


by 
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plain from Scripture, that ſuch a Power as we aſcribe to God 
( he will not fay ſuch a Power as is God, ora True Divine 
Perſon ) did as conſtantly and regularly att in and through 
Chriſt, as the Human Soul is perceived to do in any other man. 
That ſuch a Power did conſtantly appear and aCt in Chriſt, 
is truez but whether by Nature, or by a conſtant and regs- 
lar Inſpiration, is the Queſtion. Our Saviour proves his 
Divine Nature from his Works 3 our Comfederer thinks it 
proves no more than a conſtant and regular Inſpiration : The 
firſt is neceſſary to the Catholick Faith of the Incarnation, 
{That the Word was made Fleſh ;, the ſecond proves him only 
to be an «&xtraordinary and perpetual Prophet : The firſt 
makes him True Grd-Max ; the ſecond makes him only a 
Divine Man. And this is all he can mean by this Power regu- 
larly and conſtantly alting in and through Chriſt : For if Chriſt 


. be God-Man, he is this Divine Pewer in his own Perſon ; it 


is his Divine Nature, not an external adventitious Princi- 
plc, how regularly and conſtantly ſoever it as 3 it is not 
merely an uninterrupted Preſence | and Concurrence of the 
Deity with the Man Chriſt Jeſus, as he repreſents it, but 
the Perſonal Union of the Divine Nature of Chriſt to Hu- 
man Nature. He was not only as conſcious of af] the Divine 
Perfections in himſelf, as a man is aſeregs of his own thoughts, 
( which yer, by the way, is abſolutely impoſſible, without 
being True and Perfe&t God in his own Perſon ), but he 
knew himſelf to be God, the Eternal Son of God, not 
the ſame Perſon with his Father, but Ore with him. 

Were a man thus regularly and conſtantly Inſpired, he 
would know that he was thus Inſpired, and he would alfo 
know, that theſe Divine PerfeCtions are not in himſelf, not 
ſeated in his own Human Perſon, nor under the Conduct 
of his own Will, as his own Natural Powers are, and 
therefore muſt know himſelf to be a mere Man till, not 
God-Man. 


So 


Cy 
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So that this conſtant and regular Inſpiration, this aninter- 
rupted Preſence and Concurrence of the Deity, which is all he 
allows in this matter, cannot make any Perſon God May. 
This Inſpiration is not a ſubſiſting Perſon, is not the Perſon 
of the Son of God, is not Incarnate by its Union to Man, 
no more than it is [ncarnate in other Prophets: The Man is 
the Perſon, and therefore a mere Creature ſtill, tho never 
ſo Divinely Inſpired. 

This is ſuch an [xcarnation as Socinians themſelves own, 
in as high expreſſions as the Con/iderer can invent. Cerin- 
thus owned ſomething more, That Chriſt who deſcended 
on Jeſus at his Baptiſm, was a Divine Perſon, not a mere 
Inſpiration, and reſted on him, and was moſt intimately 


19g. . 


| 


united to him, till his Crucifixion. That Sect of the Noe--/ 


' tians and Sabellians who were called Patripaſſans ( for 


they do not ſeem by the accounts we have of them, to / 


have been all of that mind ) did acknowledge the Incar+ 


nation of God in a true and proper ſenſe, as the Catholick- 
Church did the Incarnation o riff : But then their Tri- 
nity being but One pts vine Perſon, diſtinguiſh- 


ed by Three Names or Perſonal CharaQers ( which 1s the- 


expreſs Doctrine of the Coxfiderer ) their whole Trinity 


was Incarnate, ſuffered, and died, in the Incarnation and - 


Suffterings of Chriſt, the Father as well as the Son ; as it: 


muſt of neceflity be, if there be but One Divine Perſon, 
who is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and 'if this One Per- 
ſon is in a true and proper ſenſe Incarnate : But this the 
Catholick Church abhorred and condemned, under the 
name of the Patripaſian- Hereſy, Others of them were 


Sabellians in the Doctrine of the Trinity, but Photinians,. 


or Samoſatenians, that is, Socinians, as to the DofArine of 
the Incarnation, as Arhanaſius often intimates: And if I 
underſtand him, this is the Conftderer*s way, who believes 
a Trinity in One /ngle Perſon, and an aſpired Mantor a God! 
Tucarnate. 
And: 
, 
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And thus we have loſt the Trinity and Incarnation, 'and 


mult part with every thing which 1s peculiar and eflential 
to Chriſtianity, with them. And now one would wonder 


after all this, what he has to ſay more-about the Faith 6f 
the Trinity and Incarnation ; and yet this 15 his next 'En- 


. quiry, What the Scriptures neceſſarily oblige us to believe in 


this Point, that is, concerning the Trinity and Incarnation ? 


"Though he has been careful all along never to. uſe this term 


Incarnation, as being ſenſible that all he faid about God- 


"Man , would not reach the.Catholick Notion of [ncar- 


"P.02. 


nation. | 


When I met with this Enquiry, -I was in hope that there 
.was ſomething behind to unſay all that he had hitherto 
ſaid; for if what he has already ſaid be 'true, it is certain 
the S:ripture requires us to believe nothing about them. 
But upon Examination I found, that the Queſtion was fal- 
laciouſly ſtated; and the true meaning of it was, What 
.the Scriptures oblige us to believe, inſtead of what has hi- 
therto.paſled for the true Catholick Faith of the Trinity and 
Tacarnation ? 1 ſhall not diſpute-this Point -with- him now :; 
to ſhew what he means, will be-Confutation enough. 

We muſt not, he ſays, look upon the Doftrine of the Tri- 
nity as a nice abſtrafted Speculation, defigned for the exerciſe 
of our Underſtandings ; but as a plainer Revelation of Gods 
Love and Good Will toward's men, and a greater Motive and 
Tncitement to. Piety than ever wehad before this Doftrine was 
delivered. /©/ 9 3t 

This we grant, That the Chriſtian Faith is not deſigned 
merely for Speculation, but for -PraCtice ; but yet all the 


Defines of Faith are matters of Speculation , and the 


Dcqrine it ſclt muſt be believed in order to PraQice, -or 
cle the Revelation of it 1s of no uſe at all. 

The Queſtion then is, Whether we mult not. believe the 

D »><trines of the Trinity and Incarnation > Or how much 

weimult belizve of them 2 Muſt we not believe, That'God 

| has 
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has in a true and proper ſenſe an Eternal and Oaly-begotten 
Son, begotten from Eternity of his own Subſtance 3 his 
True, Perfe@, Living, Subſiſting Image 2 Muſt we not be- 
lieve, That this Eternal Son of God did ina true proper 
Notion become Man, by uniting Human Nature to his 
own Perſon; and that in Human Nature he ſuffered and 
died for the Redemption of Mankind ? Truly, No ; if I 
underſtand him : All this is a nice abſtrafted Speculation, 
and a very perplexing exerciſe of our Vnderſtandings 3 and 
we are bound to underſtand no more by God's giving his 
own Son to dye fcr us, but his Love and Good Will to Man- 
kind, as it is agreat Motive and Excitement to Piety. 
But how can welearn God's Love and Good Will to Man: | 
| kind, from this Doctrine, if it be not true? it God have | 
4 no Eternal Son, and therefore did not give his Eternal Son 
1 to become Man, and to ſuffzr and dye for us? The Goſpel 
proves the great Love of God to Sinners, by the Incarna- 
tion, Death, and Suſfcringsof his Son 3 that if we do not 
believe this Doctrine ſtriftly and literally true, we loſe the 
Goſpel-Proof of God's Love to Sinners, and of the Virtue 
and Efficacy of Chriſt's Death and Sacrifice to expiate our 
ſins, and of the Power of his Interceſſion as the Eternal, 
Oaly-begotten, and Well-beloved Son of God. 
But our Con/iderer will not allow this : Theſe 7itles and 
Relations muſt be chiefly conſidered with reference to the great 
Work of Ma»'s Salvation : But muſt they not be conſidered 
as Three diſtin proper Perſons in the Unity of the God- 
head, who have their diſtin Parts and Offices in the Re- 
demption of Mankind 2 No; but diſtin Relations and_- ,, , / 
Offices of One and the ſame ſingle Divine Perſon, who 7/35 
the One Supreme God, and is All in One, Father, Son, and p. ,. 
Floly Ghoſt, Savicur, Mediator, Comforter. 
But how then can theſe 7itles and Relations ſignify an 
Eternal Diſtintion in the Godhead , an Eternal Farther, 
an Eternal Son, and an E:ernal Spirit, when thele OS 
R fices 
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fices relating only to Man's Salvation were not Eter- 
nal ? 

This he reſolves into the Eternal Purpoſe and Decree of 
God, to redeem Mankind by the Death and conſtant Mediation 
of a Man choſen and enabled for this work by the Fulneſs of 


” the Godhead dwelling in him : "And in conſideration of his 
Paſſion and Interceſſion, to impart ſuch Gifts , Graces, and 


—_— Aſſiſtances, as would be ſufficient to render this Re- 
emption effeftual to the ſaving of much people. So that God 
decreed from Eternity, «pon his Foreknowledge of Man's 
Faſ, that in order to redeem Man he would take upon 
himſelf the Di/tindtions and Offices of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt ; Saviour, Mediator, and Comforter, in time ; and this 
is all the Eternal Diſtintion in the Godhead. 

Well: But it ſeems God did not decree from Eternity to 
redeem Man by his own Son, but by a Manchoſen and enabled 
for this Work by the Fulneſs of the Godhead dwelling in him 

that is, as we havealready heard, by an 


Sin aut:m ideo dium putaus Inſpired and Deified Man, not by a Gad 
Deum, quod inſpirationem arvmitatis [ncarnate: It is the Man who is the Sa- 


babuit, ficut 
ergo non ultra homines eum praf, on 


wult; ſanftt viri— . 
.c6409 cxmgpetregd viour and Redeemer, though he he ena- 


runi——Ambr. de fide,1. 5. cap. 1, bled to this work by the Fulneſs of the 
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Godhead, or a conſtant regular Inſpiration : 
This is downright Socznzaniſm ; the Catholick Faith is, That 
it is the Son of God who redeems us, though he redeems us 
in Human Nature. 

But if God redeems us by a Man, however he be enabled 
by a Divine Power, Why is he ſaid to give his Son for us ? 
For this Divine Power is not a Perſon, and therefore no 
Son, nor 15 the Man his own and only begotten Son. 

Now this would be a difficulty indeed, were we to un- 
derſtand God's giving his own Son for us, in a proper literal 
ſenſe ; but this is nothing but Figure and Repreſentation, 
if we believe the Confiderer. His words are theſe ; 7hus 
when God is pleaſed to repreſent his Love to Mankind in the 

bigh- 
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higheſt Image of Nature, that of a Father ſacrificing an only* 
begotten Son, the exatt Tranſcript aud Reſemblance of him- 
ſelf, perfeAly innocent, and obedient tohis Will in all things, 
we are to believe ( that God did thus ſacrifice his Son, as 
he aſſures us he did ? No; but ) that by the Sufferings and 
Death of Chriſt, God has given greater Proof of his Love te« 
wards us,than any man is capable of doing to another ; and that 
ſuch an ation of an Earthly Parent ſazgeſts the neareſt and 
likeſt Conception we can poſſibly frame of what our Heavenly 
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Father hath done for us ; though at the ſame time we muſt ac-* 


knowledze it comes infinite! F--= of expreſſing the Riches 
and Fulneſs of his Mercy = oving kindneſs. It does lo in- 
deed. To believe that God has aQtually given his own 
Eternal and Only-begotten Son for us, as the Scripture aſ- 
ſures us he has, is a much zearer and truer Conceptics of 
what God has done for us, and infinitely exceeds all earthly 
compariſons. Abraham's offering his Son Tſaac at God's 
Command, was an Image and Figure, but a Typical Figure 
of it; but it was a Type without an Antitype, if Chriſt 
was not as truly and properly the Son of God, as 1/aac 
was the Son of Abraham. But if we will believe the Conf1- 
derer, the Scripture does not oblige us to believe this; if 
we do but believe, That God is as good to us asif he had 
ſacrificed his only Son for us, we need not believe, That 
he did facrifice his Son. 1 have no Patience to proceed 
any further ; if this be true, there is an end of the Faith 
and Hope of Chriſtians. 


R 2 CHAP, 


rm nr rr nn rt ner een Der es —_—_ 
— 


124 The Preſent State of the 


C H A P. II 


A Brief Account of the Sabellian Hereſy, 
and by what Arguments the Catholick 
Fathers oppoſed it. 


H E Con/iderer has given us the moſt Compleat and f 
Artificial Scheme of Sabe/taniſm that T have yet | 

met with, a :d has very fairly and openly confeſſed his De- 
ſign, to prove, That One God muſt ſignity that there is but 
One who is God, but One fingle Divine Perſon, in the proper 
Notion of a Perſon, as it ſignifies a» [ntel/igent Being. [ 
\have endeavoured to ſhew him his Miſtake, and what it is 
that has miſled him ; and how hopeleſs an Attempt it is 
to reconcile his Hypotheſis with the Catholick Faith of 
the Trinity and Incarnation. 

This is ſo bold an Attempt, openly to aſſert and defend 
a Hereſy which has been conſtantly condemned by the 
Catholick Church, ſince its firſt appearance, that Iam apt 
to hope he does not believe his Hypotheſis to be Sabellia- 
iſm, or that Hereſy which now is beſt known by that 
name, though Sabe/ius was not the firſt Author of it. And 
therefore I will ſhew him what Sahe/zaniſm is, and how the 
Fathers oppoſed it. 

There were Two Points in diſpute between them and the 
Catholick Chriſtians. 

Firſt, Concerning the Perſonality of the Son, and of 
the Holy Spirit. | 

Secondly, Concerning the Unity of God , Whether it 
were the Unity of One Perſon, as they pretended. 


That 
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That we may rightly underſtand this matter, we muſt 
diſtinguiſh between the ſeveral kinds of Sabellianiſm, be- 
cauſe the Arguments and Anſwers of the Fathers are ſome- 
times adapted ro one, and ſometimes to another Notion 
of it. That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were but One Per- 
ſon, was aſſerted by them all, but explained very different- 
ly, and that altered the ſtate of the Queſtion, and required 
different Anſwers. | 


1. As firſt, They made Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to 
be only Three Names, Appearances, or Offices of the fame 
Perſon, as I obſerved before: And then the ſtate of the 
Queſtion was not, Whether the Son was a Perſon, and the 
Holy Ghoſt a Perſon, in as true and proper a ſenſe as the 
Father was a Perſon 2 For this chey owned by making Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three Names of the ſame 
Perſon ; whereas it is impoſlible they ſhould be the ſame 
Perſon,. if the Son were not a Perſon, nor the Holy Ghoſt 
a Perſon. If the Son be the ſame Perſon with the Father, 
the S5n muſt be a Perſon, for »o Perſon can't be the ſame 
Perſon : Which is the ſame Argument to prove that theſe 
Hereticks owned- Chriſt to be a True and Real Perſon, 
that Novatianus uſed ( as [obſerved before ) to prove that 
they owned Chrilt to be true and perfe& God, becauſe they 
made him the ſame with the Father, who is true and per- 
fet God, anda true, and real, and ſubſtantial Perſon. And 
if he be the very ſame with the Father, he muſt be the 
ſame we acknowledge the Father to be; vz. a true and real 
Perſon, and perfet God. 

The Diſpute then which the Catholick Fathers had with 
theſe Hereticks, with reſpect to this Notion, That Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were the very ſame Perſon, was nor, 
Whether the Son was a Perſon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Per- 
ſon? but, Whether the Son and Holy Ghoſt were truly 


and really diſtin Perſons.trom the Father, as the Catholick . 
| Church: 


125 


- © IEG AD. ue ay > 


126 


The Preſent State of the 


Church always telieved ? or, Whether they were the ſame 
Pe: fon, diſtinguiſhed only by Three Names. 

Now when the Fathers aflerted not only the Perſonality 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt ( which this Notion 
did not oppoſe ), bur the real diſtin&tion of Perſons, That 
the Son was a Perſon, but not the ſame Perſon with the 
Father, they mult aſcribe the ſame kind of Perſonality to 
the Son, which they do to the Father ; That the Son is as 
truly and really a Perſon as the Father is, though not the 
{zme Perſon; as truly a Perſon as God would be, were there 
but One Perſon in the Godhead, as theſe Hereticks affirm- 
ed. For according to all the Rules of Diſputation, we muſt 
take Words in the ſenſe of thoſe whom we oppoſe ; for 
otherwiſe it is a mere wrang!|c about Words, without op- 
poſing one another. And therefore fince the Sabel/zans by 
Perſon underſtood ſuch a Perſon as every ſingle Perſon is, 
( for they made Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, bur Three 
different Names of the ſame ſingle individual Perſon) no- 
thing could oppoſe or confute them, but to prove, That 
Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are Three diftin& Per- 


ſons, in the ſame Notion of a Perſon which belongs to eve- 


ry ſingle individual Perſon, as far as mere Perſonality is 
concerned. For to prove them Three in any other ſenſe, 
whether Three Modes, or Three Powers, or Three Parts 
of the ſame One ſingle Perſon, is what they would have ; 
and allow them to be but One Perſon, and they will 
diſpute no further ; nay, will give you leave to call Three 
Mcdes, or Three Names, or Three Parts of the ſame 
Oane Perſon, Three Perſons, if you pleaſe. 

Bur for the clearer underſtanding of this matter, we muſt 
conſider by what Arguments the Ancient Writers oppoſed 
this Hereſy. 


Tertullian, in oppoſition to Praxeas, reduces this to a 
ſhort Queſtion, Whether God have any Son, and who he ic, 
bs and 


and how he is his Son. For if God have 
a Son, the Son muſt be as trne and real 
a Perſon as the Father, and Father and 
Son muſt be Two diſtin& Perſons ; for 
' the ſame Perſon can't be both Father and 
Son to himſelf; the very Names of Fa- 
ther and Son fignify, that one is of the 
other, and we muſt underſtand things 
to be what they are called, whether Fa- 
ther or Son, which can no more be the 
ſame than Night and Day, with reſpect 
to theſe different Relations. The Father 
makes the Son, and the Son makes rhe 
Father ; and thoſe who receive theſe 
Relations from each other, can never be 
theſe Relations to themſelves, that the 
Father ſhould make himſelf a Son to 
himſelf, or the Son make himſelf a Fa- 
ther to himſelf, This Order God has in- 
ſtituted in all other Beings, and he ob- 
ſerves it himſelf. A Father muſt of ne- 
ceſſity have a Son, to be a Father ; and 
a Son mult have a Father, that he may 
be a Son, but to have, and 7o be, are 
two things ; as for inſtance, for a man 
tobe a Husband, fignifies that he has a 
Wife, not that he is a Wife to himſelf; 
and thus to bea Father, fignifics to have 
2 Son, not to be a Son to himſelf; in 
ſuch Relations we muſt be one, and 
have another ;. that tobe both 1s to be 
neither, becauſe we can have neither. 
If I be Father and Son to my ſclt, I am 
no Father, becauſe I have no Son, who 
makes a Father, but am Son my ſelf; 
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Sed quia duos unum wvolunt eſſe, ut is - 
demPater © Filins habeatur ,oportet & 
torum de filio examinari, ut ſit, & qui 
ſit,& quomodo ſit. Tert. ad Prax.c.s. 
Ipſum qued Pater & Filius dicune 
tur, nome aliud ab alio «ff. Utique 
enim omnia quod vocantur hoc erunt ;; 
& quod erunt, hoc wocabuntur. 
Ita aut pater ant filius eft, & neque 
dies eadem Of nox, neque pater idem 
&- filius, ut fint ambo unus, & 
utrumque alter, Tbid. c. g, 1o. 

Ipſe fe, mquiwnt, filinm ſibi facit, 
atguin pater filium facit, © patrem 
filins., Et qui ex alterutro fiunt, 4 
Semeripſis ſibr fieri nullo mods poſſunt, 
ut pater ſe ſibi filium faciat, & filizs 
ſe [ibi patrem praeſtet. Que inflituit 
Deus, ipſe cuſtodit. Ibid. 

Habeat, neceſſe eſt, pater filium, ut 
pater ſit, & filius patrem, ut filius ſit, 
Alind eft autem habere , alind «ſe, 
Verbi gratia, ut maritus ſim, habcar: 
oportet uxorem, non ut ipſe mihi ero 
ux0r; ſic etiam, ut pater ſim, filium 
habeo, non ipſe mihi ero filius. Ibid. 

Que enm me facunt, ſi habuero, 
runc ero pater, ſi filium habeam, filtu: 
cro, ſi patrem. Parra, ſi ipſe ero quid 
eornm, jam non habeo, quod ipſe &ro ; 
nec patrem, quia ipſe ero patcr, nec 
felium, quia ipſe ero filius ; in quan= 
tum ryero alterum ex his habere me 
oportet ; alterum «ſe, in tantiim {i us 
trumque fuero,alterum non ero,dum as 
terum non habe. $i enim ipſe er9 filis + 
us, qui & pater, jam non habeo filt- 
um, ſed ipſz ſum filinzs, Non habendo 
autem filium, cum ipſe ſum filius, que» 
29do pater oro? habere enim filum 
aebeo, ut pater ſim ; non ſum ergo fi- 
[:us, quia patrem non habeo, qui facit 
ficium : /Eque ſi ipſe ſum pater, qui 
& filius, &c. Hoe crit totum ingenis 
um Diaboli, alterum ex altero exclus 
dere, dum utrumque in unum ſub 
Monarchiz fare concludens , news, 
Tru hkaveri fac, &c. Ibid, 


and 
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and I am no Son, becaule I have no Father, who makes 
the Son, but am Son my ſelf ; and thus while they make 
Father and Son one and the ſame Perſon, they deſtroy the 
Notion both of Father and Son. | 
Now would any man have argued at this rate, who did | 
not believe Pather and Son to be real and Subſtantial Pcr- | 
ſons, and as diſtin from each other as a human Father and 
Son are; for if they be not, all this reaſoning from the-di- 
ſtint Relations of Father and Son, which require a real di- 
ſtinRion of Pcrſons, is quite loſt : And whether this Ar- 
gument be good, or no, ( which is not the preſent Enqui- 
ry) it is certain that whoever uſes it, if he underſtands 
himſelf, muſt believe, That Father and Son ſignify as true 
and real Relations, and as real and diſtint Perſons in the 
Godhead, as they do in human Nature. 
The like may te ſaid of that other Argument againſt 
the Father and the Son being One and the ſame Perſon, 
That then the ſame Perſon muſt, in order of Nature, be 
both before and after himſelf ; for he who begets muſt al- 
ways in order of Nature ( though not of Time, in an 
Eternal Generation) be before him who is begotten by 
him : That as Father, he is before himſelf as Son ; as Son, 
he 1s afrer himſelt as Father 3 which had been ludicrous 
trifling, if they had not believed a real ſubſtantial Genera- 
rion of the Perſon, and conſequently that the Son isa real 
* ſubſtantial Perſon : For this Argument will not hold in the 
Generation of Modes and Poſtures, or in one part of the 
Deity generating another. 
Thus to prove the diſtintion of Per- | 
Non poſſe og & was _ ſons between Fat'er and Son, they urge 1 
41 : ogriche This veque, per. 311 thoſe Texts in which the Father 
wverſitas, neque fal/acia Deo congruat, ſpeaks to or of the Son, and the Son 


wr cn ipſe efſet ad quem loquebatr, f1,-2ks toor of the Father ; which are fo 
ad alum potins, Of non ad ſemetipſum 9 | 
lojuatur. Ibid. c. 11. many, and ſo well known, that I necd 

not tranſcribe them. And 7ertullian lays | 


it down as a ccrtain Rule, That he who ſpeaks, and he to 
whom he ſpeaks, and he who is ſpoken of, cannot be one and 
the ſame Perſon ; for this is ſuch perverſeneſs and deceit as 
does not become God ; that when he himſelf is thePerſon to 
whom he ſpeaks, he ſhould ſpeak in ſuch a manner as if he 
directed his ſpeech to another, and did not ſpeak to himſelf, 
And therefore when the Father ſays, Thou art my Son, this 
day have I begotten thee. This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
am well pleaſed. When Chriſt tells us, That God is his Fas 
ther ; That he came forth from the Father, and came into the 
world, and again leaves the world, and goes to the Father : 
When he ſays, / and my Father ; and / © 
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will pray the Father, and he ſhall ſend you |"Omy uy ol $2078 ALYN, 
Another Comforter : I, and He, and Ano 7 5 at] 5 F milegs, ona Or, 


ther, muſt ſignify Three as Real and Di- 
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ſtinct Perſons, as theſe words ſignify in Ah, cont. Gregales Sabellii. 


common ſpeech. 

Thus they prove the diſtintion of Perſons between Fa- 
ther and Son, from thoſe Texts which tell us, That the 
Father ſends the Son, and the Son is ſent ; That the Father 
anoints, and the Son is anointed 3 That the Father gives 
Commands, and the Son receives them, and doth the Will 
of his Father ; That the Father knows the Son, and the 
Son the Father ; That he ſees all that the Father doth, 
and can do all that he ſees the Father do : For there muſt 
be diſtinct Subjects for ſuch different Acts ; the ſame Per- 
ſon, with reſpect to himſelf, can't with any propriety of 
ſpeech be ſaid to ſend, and to be ſent ; to anoint, and to be 
anointed ; tocommand, and to obey ; to come forth from 
himſelf, and to come into the world, and to leave the 
world, andgo to himſelf: And therefore he who ſends, and 
he who is ſent, &c. muſt be Two. 

Nay, it is well obſerved by theſe Fathers, That Chriſt 
himſelf expreſly teaches us, that He and his Pather, with 
reſpe& to the diſtinion of OR are Two; ſo Two, as 

to 
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to make a Lepal Teſtimony of Two 
Witneſſes ; 8. John 13,— 18. When 
the Phariſees objeed againſt him, Thar 
he bore Record of Himſelf, and there- 
fore his Record was not true: -He an- 
ſwers, And yet if I judge, my judgment 
is true, for Iam not alone, but I and my 
Father which ſent me. It is alſo written 
in your law, That the teſtimony of two mex 
is true; I am one that bear witneſs of my 
ſelf, and my Father that ſent me beareth 
witneſs of me. This is asexpreſs as words 
can make it. If Father and Son were but 
Oe ſingle Perſon, Chriſt could not have 
ſaid, / am not alone, but ] and my Father 
which ſent me ; for one ſingle Perſon is in 
this ſenſe alone, how many Names ſoever 
he has; and if he and his Father are not 
Two diſtin& Perſons, they are not Two 
Legal Witneſles,as Two diſtin men are. 


Theſe and fuch like Arguments we may find in all the 


Ancient Writers who have engaged in this Controverſy ; 
and from hence we kearn not only what they thought of 
the diſtinftion of Perſons between Father and Son, bur . 
what kind of Perfon they believed the Son to be; ſuch a 
Perſon as has a Perſonal Knowledge, and Will, and Power, 
who is capable of being ſent, of receiving and executing 
Commands, and has all this as diſtinly in himſelf, as he 
isa diſtin Perſon, The Pather knows the Son, and the 
Son knows the Father, but each of them know by their 
own Perſonal Knowledge; the Father wills, and the Son 
wills, and wills all the fame with the Father, but each of 4 
them wills by his own Perſonal Will ; the Father works, [ 
and the Son works, and they inſeparably do the fame things, 
but each of them work by their own Perſonal _ 
OW= 
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Knowledge, and Will, and Power of ating, iseſſential to 
the Notion of a Perſon, and therefore every diſtin Per- 
ſon muſt have a diſtin Perſonal Knowledge, and Will, 
and Power ;z and thoſe muſt acknowledge this, who prove 
the diſtinction of Perſons from diſtin Perſonal Ads, as 
all theſe Fathers did. This is all we ask, when we aſlerta 
diſtintion of Perſons in the Trinity ; and this we mult in- 
ſiſt on, or deny a Trinity ; for if there are not Three who 
have all the ſame diſtin&t Perſonal Acts, there cannot be 
Three diſtia&t compleat Perſons ; for Perſonal Acts ſhew a 
Perſon, and diſtin Perſonal Ads prove diſtin Perſons 5 
and in this ſenſe (as all theſe Arguments prove ) the An- 
cient Fathers owned a diſtintion of Three Perſons in the 
Unity of the Godhead. 
Their diſtintion between Dews invifibils, and Deus vift- 
bi1is, the inviſible and viſible God, whereby they proved 
' the real diſtinQtion between God the Father and God the 
Son, is an undeniable Proof of their Opinion in this mat- 
ter ; for I urgeit no farther. =p 
It was the received Opinion ( as faras I can find) of all } 
the Ancient Fathers, till St. Aſtin, That God the Father /- 
| never appeared in any viſible Repreſentation of himſelf; 
; for he tells Moſes, No man can ſee my face, and live: And 
i St. John —_— us, on _ bath ſeen me ; <6 Sn lt 
at any time, but the only-begatten Son, who Pe enmm ad humans Jonyer 
is in the boſom of the ju —4 he hath de- rp pr ona + Dank pl 
clared him: And yet in the Old Teſta» ſome, inſpeculo, in enigmate, erdi= _ 


ment we frequently read of God's ap- ——— EN 
Fm 


pearing to men, which they therefore ſemper ediſcebar & Deus in terris 
expound of 'God the Son, and that his ©” hominibus converſari, non = 
\ Appearance ina vicble Form was a Pre- *\,u Tom oy ge = 
[4 ludium to his Incarnation. 
j This we may ſee largely proved by 7ertullian and St. H:- 
: lary, and obſerved by St. Athanaſius ; and the plain conſe- 
| quence they draw from it, ih That this iwifib/e and a- 

2 le 
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Ble God cannot be one and the fame Perſon ; and the con< 
ſequence is ſo ſel{-evident, that it needs no Proof; bur it 
evidently proves what a real, ſubſtantial, as well as di- 
ſin Perſon they thought the Son, who could viſibly ap. 
pear, while the Father remained inviſible z for as a viſible 
and inviſible God can't be the fame Perſon, ſo a viſible God 
muſt be a real ſubſtantial Perſon. 

And though St. Auſtin was of opinion, That thoſe Three 
Men which appeared to Abraham, were the Three Perſons 
of the Sacred Trinity, and thereby rejected the diſtin&tion 
of the inviſible and viſible God, by attributing a viſible Ap- 
pearance to Gcd the Father, which none of the Ancients 
had done before him ; yet by theſe Three diſtin Appear- 
ances he confirmed the real diſtintion of the Divine Per- 
ſons, who were as diſtin Perſons as they appeared to be, 
and therefore as diſtin as Three Human Perſons, for they 
appeared as Three diſtin men. And therefore he obſerves, 
That whereas Two of theſe Three went to Lot in Sodom, 

Lot ſpeaks to them as to One, 19.Gen.18. 


Quid agis Lot ſanfle ? Angeles w And Lot ſaid unto them, Oh, not ſo, my 
der, now wnum, Jed duos, & dies ave or 4 Ang juſtifies Lot in this, That 


mine mi. Duos video, aquales video, 
w1num rogo, nulli injuriam f acio, quia 


though they were two, yet they were 


peryenſ Sides ng on equal, and he would not divide the Fa- 
4 5. Here one ther and Son; and urges this againſt 
the Sabe/jans, who made Father and 


Son One Perſon. T do not juſtify St. Au/{ir in this, becauſe 
I doubt whether the Argument be good ; but by this we 
may underſtand St. Auſtix's Judgment of the real diſtinRi- 
on of Perſons. 

And to the ſame purpoſe the Voice from Heaven at our 
Saviour's Baptiſm, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well 
pleaſed ; and the Deſcent of the Holy Spirit like a Dove, 
and lighting upon him, is urged by the Ancient Fathers to 
prove a real Trinity of Divine Perſons: The Voice from 


the Father in Heaven, the Son on earth, and the Holy Ghoſt 
deſcend» 
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* deſcending like a Dove ; which being | 
Three diſtin Manifeſtations, and allat —«4i *u Sobelliane, audi de cale 
patrem, wide in terra filium, & noli 


2 time, muſt repreſent the Father who {,.,. :.,, Jar qui fliu Pot 
ſpoke from Heaven, the Son who was quinque Heref. cap, 6. 
on Earth, and the Holy Ghoſt who de- 
ſcended like a Dove, to be Three diſtinct Perſons, not One 
ſingle Perſon, which cannot ſpeak of himſelf in the Third 
Perſon, nor deſcend on himſelf in adiſtiact viſible Appear- 
ance. 

The Sabelliavs being unable to maintain this Point," 
which is ſo manifeſtly abſurd, and fo irreconcilable with all / 
the forms of ſpeech uſed in Scripture concerning Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, found it neceſſary to allow ſome dis) 
ſtintion between them, but yet were ſo afraid of 77zrheiſm; 
that they kept religiouſly to their main Point, that One\ 
God was but One P-rſon, and therefore would admit of no 
other diſtin&tion but what was reconcilable with the Unity 
of a Perſon. 

2. Hence, ſecondly, ſome of them- taught , FThat the - 
Son is diſtinguiſhed from the Father, not as one Perſon is 
diſtinguiſhed from another, but as a man's Word or Wiſdom 
which is in his Heart and Soul, may be diſtinguiſhed from | 
himielt ; that is, That the Son is not a living, ſubſtantial, 
ſubſiſting Word, no- more than the. Word of a Man, which 
is only the motion of a living, ſubſiſting heart, but does 
not live and ſubſiſt.it ſelf, but being ſpoke it vaniſhes, and 4azy, ;z 
being often repeated, never continues z and therefore is «Foy md 
not another Man, nor Manof Man,. nor with Man ; as the «ts; 

- AV. F Ore 
yow' Curr 7 Ty Ots, x) oglay croian Tw & uxi, %) da Tim aejownov 4y Mg 
duc, Ty abſo gdmv, dawp x) * avIpeaoy oped TH $21Ts Koſy dv$aucy Uyg, — 
& 79 & xapdig abjy 6 Oxds Toe wil worn oy S; amy nat dAnYHav ws Oghy 
O47, mos dv ein aejs + Ordy 6 AſO, x mos ay diy nds, 5 31 6 abſO- 5% 
dro 2s aryunr9 3 mays aryuaey, ww? win (ay i wins vorcws, and Ca 
ons xapd ag x, vgecwous xirmue wiv, % MY mg giuay x; ts it, x, modus 
xa Q- bSimore Nate, Ath. cont. Gregal. Sabellij. 
Divine. 
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Divine Word is true and perfe&t G3d, God of God, and 
God with God; and therefore they make God and his 
Word but One Perſon, as Man and his Word is One 
Man, 

In anſwer to this, St. Athanaſrus urges all thoſe Texts 
which prove Chriſt and God the Father ro be Two diſtinQ 
Perſons ; for if they be Two Perſons, then the Son is as 
True and Real a Perſon as the Father is. This I have al- 
ready taken notice of, and need not now repeat it ; only 
I cannot but obſerve what Athanaſius tells us of theſe He- 
reticks, That when they were convinced by the plain Evi- 
dence of Scripture, that God the Father, and Chriſt who 
called himſelf the Son of God, were Two Perſons, they 
then took Courage, and owned Chriſt to be a Perſon, but 
not a Divine Perſon, as the Eternal Word of God, but only 
a Human Perſon, as he was Man. But Athanajfius tells them, 
That this was neither better nor worſe than the Hereſy of 
Paulus Samoſatenus, or what we now call Socinianiſm, to 
make Chriſt a mere Man; for he can be no more; if the 
Divine Word, which St. Fohx tells-us was Incarnate, be not 
the Perſon : If the Word Incarnate be the Perſon, then 
Chriſt is God-Man ; if the Man be the Perſon, he can be 
no more than a Man. 

This Athanaſius confutes at large , and proves, That 
what Chriſt fays of himſelf, cannot belong to a mere Man. 
But that which I would obſerve, is this, That both theſe 
Hereticks, who denied the Divine Word to be a Perfon, 
and Athanaſius and the other Catholick Fathers who affirm- 
ed him to be a Perſon, agreed very well in the Notion of a 
Perſon, viz. That a Perſon is a diſtin, intelligent Being, 
who does really and actually ſubfiſt, and ſubſiſts diſtintly 
from all other intelligent Beings. That the Divine Word in 
the Godhead is ſuch a Perſonas a Man-isin Human Nature - 
Such a Perſon theſe Hereticks would allow Chriſt to be, 
conſidered asa Man; and ſuch a Perſon Athanaſius _— 
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Chriſt to be, conſidered as God, or the Divine Word ; for 
otherwiſe they wrangle about words, and do not oppoſe 
each other. 

The Fathers proved, That Chriſt was a Perſon, and a 
diſtin Perſon from the Father, by thoſe Texts which re- 

reſent him as ſpeaking to and of his Father, and which. 
attribute many Perſonal Ads to him : The Sabe/lians could: 
not deny but that theſe were Perſonal Acts, and did prove 
Chriſt to be a real ſubſiſting Perſon; but then would not 
allow the Word to be the Perſon, but only the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus to be the Perſon : The Fathers, on the other hand, 
allow their Notion of a Perſon, which is the only true in-- 
telligible Notion, but prove, That the Divine Word which 
. was Incarnate, not merely the Man Chriſt Jeſus, was this 
Perſon ; and therefore that this Divine Word is a real, ſut-- 
ſtantial, ſubſiſting Word, not like the Word of a man, 
which is a tranſient A, but has no ſubſiſtence of its. 
own. 

The $4bellians would have allowed a Trinity of Perſons 
11 any other Notionof a Perſon, than as a Perſon ſignifies 
a real, ſubſiſting, intelligent Being; but the Catholick Fa- 
thers would own noother Notion of Perſon but this ; and 
taught that there were Three Perſons in the Trinity, in 
the ſame ſenſe in which the Sahe/ians denied there were 
Three Perſons 3 Three ſuch Perſons as they affirmed there 
was but One ; that the Son and Holy Ghoſt were Divine 
Perſons, in the fame ſenſe that the S.he/lians owned the 
Father to be a Perſon ; that is, Three ſuch Perſons as they 
called Three Gods. 

The reaſon of this Im ſure is not to.-be anſwered, That 
if the Catholick Fathers underſtood what they did, when 
they oppoſed the Sabellians, who made the Divine Word 
only to be the Word of a Divine Perſon, but not a Di- 
vine Perſon himſelf, they muſt aſſert the Divine Word in: 
a {tri and proper ſenſe to be a Divine Perſon,, and _ 

merely, 
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merely the tranſient Word of a Perſon, which has no ſub- 
\ ſiſtence 3 which is a more ſenſible Argument than all the 
| Criticiſms about Perſona and vwgzn;. And yet they cx- 
preſs themſelves ſo fully and clearly in this matter, that 


there.is no need of guciling at their meaning. 


Ergo inquis, das aliquam ſubſtan- 
tiam eſſe ſermonem ? plane. Non wvis 
enim eum ſubftantivum habere in re 
per ſubitantie proprietatem, werres 
perſona quadam videri poſſir, & ita 
capiat ſecunaus.a Deo conſtitutus dubs 
j 4 ab patrem © filium, Deum & 
:rmonem. Qnid eſt enim, dices, ſerms, 
niſi vox & ſonus oris, & ficut Gram- 
matici tradunt , aer off cnſus, intelli» 
gibils auditu , catirum Vacuum 
neſcio quid, & inane & incorporale. 
Tert. adv. Prax. c..7. 


Tertullian reduces this Diſpute to 
this one ſingle Queſtion, which is 
the true ſtate of it ; whether the 
Son and Word of God, conſider- 
ed as diſtindt from God the Fa- 
ther, be a Subſtance, and has a Sub- 
ſiſtence of his own : Which he expreſly 
affirms, and offers his reaſons for the 
Proof of it. 


This he tells us is neceſſary to make 


the Word a real Being and Perſon, Res 
& Perſona, that he have a real Subſtance, and a Subſtance 
of his own, proper to himſelf, per Sub/tantiz proprietatem, 
without which he cannot be S:cond to God; nor the Father 
and the Son, God and his Word, be Two. 

Now for the Son and the Word to be a ſubſtantial Being | 
per proprietatem Sub/tantiz, by a Subſtance proper to him- 4 
ſelf, as diſtinguiſhed from God the Father, muſt ſignify, 
That the Perſonal Subſtance of the Son is not the ſame, 
but a diſtin& Subſtance from the Perſonal Subſtance of 
God the Father ; ſo diſtin, that the Father and Son are 
| Two Perſons, in the ſame ſenſe and notion that the Father 
| is One Perſon. 

In anſwer to their ObjeAion, That the Word of God 
was but like the Word of a Man, which was nothing elſe 
but a Voice and Sound, a Vibration of the Air, which 
conveyed ſome Notions to the Mind, but was it ſelf 
Emptineſs and Nothing , without any Subſtance of its 
own; he anſwers, That God himſelf is the moſt real 
and perfe&t Subſtance, and therefore whatever proceeds 
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from ( or is begottenof ) his Subſtance, 
muſt be a real ſubſtantial Being ; much 
kiſs can the Son and Word, who gave 
Being to all other Sabſtances, be an 
inſubſtantial Nothing himſelf: For tho 
there may be equivocal Cauſes, which 
may produce things of a different na- 
ture from themſelves, yet nothing can 
produce nothing. 

He argues farther, That this Word 
is called the Son of God, and God; The 
Word was with God , and the Word was 
God: And that Word which is the Son 
of God, and himſelf God, can't be an 
inſubſtantial Nothing, unleſs God him- 
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At ego nibil dito de Deo inane & 
vacuum prodire potuiſſe, ut non de 
inani © vacuo prolatura, nic carcre 
ſubſtantid, quod de tants ſubſtantia 
proceſſit, & tantas ſubſtantias fecit, 
fecir enim Cf ipſe, que fats ſunt 
per ipſum : quale eft ut nihil fit ipſe, 
ſine quo nihil faftum eft? ut inanis 
ſolida, & wacuns plena, & incorpo- 
ralu corpornlia operatur fit ? Nam 
etſi poteſt aliquands quid ficri diver 
ſum cjus per quod fit ; nihil tamen 
poteſt fieri per id, quod wacuum Cr 
mane eſt, Tbid. 

Vacua Or inaxit res eft ſermo Det, 
qui filius difus eft , Qui ipſe Deus 
cognominatus eſt ? & ſermo erat apud 
Deum, & Deus erat ſermo, 


ſelf be Nothing. It God begets a Son, he muſt be a ſub- 
ſtantial Perſon, as all Creature-So5ns are, much more the 
Son of God: And ſuch a Son who is himfelf God, muſt 
have all the Reality and PerfeQtions which belong to the 
Notion of God. | | 
| But he argues farther, from what St. Paul tells us, That 
3 he was in the form of God, and thought it not robbery to be equal 
1 with God, In Effigie, in the Image of God. Now, fays he, 
: in what Image of God, was he ? Certain» 
ly in another , but not in none: The 
meaning of which is, That every Per- 
fon, as a Perſon, has his own Perſonal 
Image ; but thus he was not the Perſo- 
nal Image of the Father , becauſe he 
was not the ſame Perſon with the Farher ; but yet if he 
was the Image of God, he muſt be his True, Subſtan- 
tial, though not his Perſonal Image ; the true living Image 
of his Father's Perſon, but not his Perſon. He ſeems in- 
deed in what follows, to have entertained too groſs and 


corporeal imaginations of the Subſtance and Image of _ 
T ut 


Hic certe eft, quiin tffigie Dei con- © 
ftitutus , non rapinam exiitimavit 
eſſe ſe equalem Deo. In qua «ffigie 


Dei ? utique in alia, non tanen 


COIN my, 
F Y 
CO = 


238 


The Preſent State: of the 


but this was his own Miſtake, and a Miſtake only in Philo- 
ſophy , not in the Traditionary Faith of the Church ; for 
which only we alledge his Authority. And the Concluſion 
of this Argument moſt fully acquaints us what he under- 

ſtood by a Perſon : Whatever, fays he, 


Quecumgue erz0 ſubſtantia ſermenis the Subſtance of the Word is, that call 


fir, Jy theo Poſen, £ 1; no- aPerſon; and to that I give the Name 
men filit vindico; & dum filium ag- . "% . 
moſes 7 ark a Patre defend. of Son ; and by acknowledging him the 


Ibid. 


Son, I own him to be ſecond to the Fa- 

ther. Whoever reads this, muſt confeſs, 

That Tertullian did believe Father and Son to be Two di- 

ſtin& ſubſtantial Perſons; that though the Son be of the 

ſame Subſtance with the Father, as begotten of his Father's 

Subſtance, yet the Perſonal Subſtance of the Father was 

no more the Perſonal Subſtance of the Son, than Father 
and Son were One Perſon. 

Novatianus, who was Cotemporary 


In ſubſtantia fuit Chriftus ante with St, Cyprian, though a Schiſmatick, 


mundi infitutionem. Nov. de Trin. 


C. 24- 


was charged with no Hereſy in this Ar-- 


Sermo filius natus eft, qui non in ticle; and he oppoſes the Sabellians with 


ſono percuſſi aeri: , aut rono coatie ds the ſame Arguments, and almoſt in the 


wiſceribus vocis accipitur, ſed in ſub- 


fantia prolate & Deo. wirtutis cog- ſame words that Tertullian had done be- 


moſcitur.—— fore him : And tells us particularly, 


Sub?antia ſcilicet illa divina, cu- That this Divine Word, which is the 
Jus nomen oft verbum. Ibid. c. 30. , 


Deus utique procedens ex Deo ſc- Son of God, begotten and born of him, 
c ndam perſonam efficiens, Toid. 1s not a mere Sound or Voice, like the 


Word of a Man, but that ſubſtantial 

Virtue and Power which proceeds from God: A Divine 
Subſtance, whoſe Name is the Word : Such a Word as is 
both the Son of God, and God : God proceeding from 
God, and making a Second Perſon in the Godhead. | 
Epiphaniaus, in oppoſition to the Hereſjes of Noetus and 
Sabellius, who made Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, but 
One Subſtantial Perſon, affirms over and over, That the 
Father 1s Subſtance, the Son Subſtance ,. and the Holy 


Ghoſt 
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Ghoſt Subſtance ; that is, each of them Subſtance by him- 
ſelf, and as diſtin& in Subſtance as they are in Perſon : 
Three Subſtantial Perſons, which are not one another, nor 
all the fame. Theſe Hereticks allowed the Father to be 
Subſtance, the Son Subſtance, the Holy Ghoſt Subſtance, 
but denied them to be Three in Subſtance, but tavght that 
they were but One Subſtance, as they were but One and 
the ſame Perſon, Three Names, or Three diſtin Virtues 
and Powers of the ſame One Subſtance or Perſon. And 
therefore when in oppoſition to theſe men Epiphanius af- 
ſerts, That the Father is Subſtance, the Son Subſtance, 
and the Holy Ghoſt Subſtance, he can mean no leſs but 
that each of them is as diſtinaly Subſtance as he is a Per- 
ſon ; for to oppoſe One Subſtance, and One ſubſtantial 
Perſon, you mult aſſert, not Three diverſe or different Sub- 
ſtances, but Three as diſtin in Subſtance as they are in 
Perſon, or Three diſtin ſubſtantial Perſons. 

Epiphanius aſſerts againſt theſe Hereticks, That the Son 
is not the Father, but truly and properly a Son, begotten 
of God the Father, as to Subſtance. Now a Son which is 
ſubſtantially begotten of the Father, and is not the Father, 
muſt in Subſtance be diſtin from God the Father, that is, 
a OR _ ſeparate Subſtance from God the Father. 
Athanaſiusallo is very poſitive in this, 4: a6. Men 
That-/this Divine Word per Son re + Pty Bp a 
of a Perfect Father, Being of Being, the pauris # mmnis vanatowar, 
Image or Character of his Father's Sub- # ji drvaizeny , ane Gs- 
ſtance, not an inſubſtantial Word, but -» Sues vj 9H Cl drme mis 
a living Power, and the Author of Life "1, ** vie dipdwy Juvagus, 
to all things ; not like the Power of a © ry wat. "Ss 
Man, which denominatesa Man power- a rr lager og | a ; 
ſul; for the Power of Man is not his ung made, in ang Surd- 
Otfipring or Son, whereas this Power wr, Swaews 4 5 ids mate, 
of God is his Son; that the Father is #7 Jmmue ws, Ath. cont. 
Perfect Power, as the Father of Power, Sabellii Gregal. 

T 2 ; and 
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and the Son Perfet Power, as born of him. 


It were end: 


leſs to tranſcribe ſuch Sayings as theſe out of the Fathers ; 
but I cannot miſs Athanaſius his Argument from thoſe words | 
of our Saviour, [ am in the Father, and the Father in me: | 


Our, 2 4 abſO us naps 
Ts Us 6 mig, s mirw dh 
uts AS[G- wu xaplig, F meds, 
avg AſO Cor am? Carle 
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Now, ſays he, the Father is not the 
Word in the Heart of the Son, and 
therefore neither is the Son the Word in 
the Heart of the Father, but the Living 
Word, begotten eternally of the Living 
God the Father, and being without be- 


ele, drdpyes TH mane? ounny, 
ws pd\more prey invoeran, + 


ginning with the Father; inſomuch thar 
we cannot conceive the Father ever to 
have been alone : Which attributes as 
compleat and diſtinEt Perſonal Subſiſtence to the Son as: to 
the Father : That if the Father, who has the Son in: him- 
ſelf, be a real, ſubſiſting Infinite Perſon ; the Son,- who has 
the whole Father in himſelf, muſt be as real, ſubſiſting, In- 
finite a Perſon ; for there is the ſame reaſon of both. 


The Anſwer Athanaſius gives to a Sabelian ObjeQion 
againſt the ſubſtantial Generation and Subſiſtenee of the 
Word and Son of God, is an unanſ{Werable Proof what he 
thought of this matter, 

The ObjeRion is this, That if the Word and Son be 
truly and ſubſtantially begotten , this ſubſtantial Word 

muſt go out of the Father, and ſablift 


"AN 6 fun) pnor, cures 
es 5% yurnoarI, v5 Din) 
ips Tay } #D) abgov. ova 
7 gay voy Thw 
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ſeparately from him: Whereas the 
Word which is in God muſt be inſe- 
parable from him, and not appear out 
of him; for how ſhould he appear out 
of God, when God fills all places, 
even Heaven and Earth, and there- 
fore there is no place for the Word” 
to ſubliſt in, where God-is not ? 


In 
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In anſwer to this, Athanaſius firſt ob+ | | 
ſerves what this Objetion is levelled _ Tomimur parruars dvauye7i 
againſt, viz. To diſprove the true and —_— bn _ 7% Js, þ 
proper Generation of the Son, his Erer- = 6 ACh pie Ds. 
nal Proceſſion from the Father, and Sub- a \ 0 Edt AE 
ſiſtence with the Father ; that the Fa- _;,* Mb. af lavide, 56: 
ther does not compleatly and perfeftly ao; 5 4 + ior xt} inuni? 
ſubſiſt by himſelf, nor the Son compleat- 594@irzz. Ath, Ibid. p. 658. 
ly and perfeRly ſubſiſt by himſelf. This SMS: 1 
is the Faith the Sabe/ians oppoſed, and which Athanaſius 
defended, as the Argument it ſelf will aſſure us ; which 
contradicts no other Notion of Generation or Subſiſtence,. 
but a ſubſtantial Generation, and a compleat Perſonal 
Subſiſtence of the ' Word 3 but they could -not- imagitie” 
how the Word ſhould be ſubſtantially begotten, 'and com- . 
pleatly and perfehtly ſubliſt by himſelf in his own Perſon. _ 
' and Subſtance, diſtin from his Father?s Subſiſtence and - 
Perſon, without going out of the Father, and ſubſiſting in- 
a ſeparateplace from the Father, as all' Created-Births do, 
which oppoſes nothing but a real ſubſtantial Birth, and a* + 
compleat diſtin ſubſiſtence of the Word 5 and therefore 
this is what the SaZe/lzans took for the Catholick Faith, 
and this is what Athanaſius defends: PE TP 
{ Who teljs them that this is a very igno- ,, - fragt. Mb gy, 
' rant miſtake, 'to think that'God is cir- 'nuticus) , nov Our cu 
cumſcribed by place, and to conceive ydporms, x) + 97 du auAiy Us 
the Son in another place, and to ima- #7ipp carm{opiver ming, x wr 
gine that the Father and Son muſt be ##pi%, # dl Wai, # 5 on 
divided and ſeparated, one in this place, ** 1 Corne , idv youre 
and another in that, if we acknowledge Pu dar rr an wy 
that the Son is begotten of the Father, 5g; YO OA 
| and does appear and ſubſiſt by himſelf, T5, 4#& 4ranmanc us, 
; diſtin from the Father : This he qgnor 5 os; He axetre, 
| proves from Scripture ; That there is 5 vearts % 8 fearis F fegr?- 
' no, place that can contain God , and *% «prion ont, Ebnoyuby Abyy ; 
there-- 
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4 
therefore we muſt have no imagina-» 


tion of Place, when we think of 
God , the Son, and the Holy Spi- 

rit ; That theſe are falſe and Arhes/ 
iſtical Reaſonings ; Thar the Omni- 
preſence of God is not a co-extenſion 
with all Creatures, which is a bodily 
or kind. of Corporeal Omnipreſence 
but his Power holds and -contains all 
things, for Power is unbodied and in 
viſible , which neither encompaſſes 
ther things, nor is encompaſſed by 
them ; and therefore it is impious to 
ask for, or to conceive what is the 
Place of God, of the Word , or of - 
the Holy Spirit: And if a man will 
deny that the Son is or. was begotten, ; 
becauſe he cannot conceive nor 


out the place of his Eſſence or Sub- 
ſtance, for the ſame reaſon he may de- 


ny that there is a Father, or that there: 
is a God. 


So that Athanafius acknowledges the Son to be as true 
and ſubſtantial a Son, as the Father is a ſubſtantial Father ; 
and that he. does as perfetly and compleatly ſubſiſt by 
himſelf, as the Father does ; but denies that it hence fol- 
lows, as the Sabellians objeted, That the Son, if he be a 
diſtin& ſubſtantial Perſon: himſelf, muſt be divided and 
parted from the Subſtance of his Father, and that if he fub- 
ſiſt diſtinaly by himſelf, he muſt ſubſiſt in a ſeparate place 
from his Father 3 that this diſtintion of Perſons and Sub- 
ſiſtence cannot be conceived without a Local Separation. 

| For he tells them, All theſe Miſtakes are owing to Cor- 


poreal Imaginations; that they conceive of G 


0d after the 
manner 
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fa 


anner of Bodies ; that becauſe Body cannot generate, 
another, without parting and dividing of Subſtance, nor / 
ſubſiſt without being in ſome place, nor ſubſiſt diſtinaly | , 
without being in diſtin and ſeparate places, therefore if | 
God begeta Son, and this Son ſubſiſt diſtintly by himſelf, / 
this Son muſt go out of the Divine Subſtance, and be lo- 
cally ſeparated from God the Father, "as a haman Son is 
from his Father ; whereas the Divine Nature and Subſtance 
cannot. be divided, nor does God ſubſiſt in a' place 3; and 
therefore the Son may be ſubſtantially Begotten'of the Fa- 
ther, and ſubſiſt diſtinly by himſelf, without any diviſion: 
of the Divine Subſtance, or ſeparation of place. 

Let us now proceed to-a Third ſort of theſe Hereticks,. 
who did allow a real and ſubſtantial difference between Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, but made God a compound / 
Bzing, but one Perſon, as well as one God, and that Fa-' i & 4 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were the Three Parts of this / 
One God. This St. A»/tix calls T riformis © wb | 
Deus ; and tells us, That theſe Hereticks | ed _ ue $rfermeny. fi aſſevit \ 
did not allow the Father to be Perfe&t 1,2» flue ts Soak 6. 
in himſelf, nor the Son Perfed in him- | 5, bc e#, quod Dri wnivs partes 
ſelf, nor the Holy Ghoſt Perfe& in him- ny is {How {ovkey om 
felf; that neither of theſe confidered by © rr Dew, nec Ka a is 74 
themſelves were Perfect God, but that pie, welfliur vet piriem ſane 
all Three together made one Compleat OTIS oh in 
and Perfedt God. © 


This all the Catholick Fathers unanimouſly: reje&, 
and for the ſame reaſons ; becauſe there can be no 
compoſition in the pure and ſimple Nature of God ;. 
and it was the received Dodrine of the Catholick Church, 
That each Perſon is by himſelf True and Perfet God, not 
an incompleat Part of the Deity.. 


Thus: 
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Thus Athanafius warns us againſt this 
Hereſy , which conceives the Trinity 


_ like Three Bodily Parts, inſeparably 


united to each other ; which, he ſays, 
is an ungodly reaſoning, contrary to the 
Nature of Perfe@t Unbodicd Beings 3 and 
therefore attributes the PerfeQ&ion of 
the Godhead to each Perſon, who are a 
real Trinity, inſeparably united in the 
ſame Form and Nature. That the 
Father is Perfe&t Eſſence and Being, 
without any defect, the Root and Foun- 
tain of the Son and Spirit: That the 
Son in the Pulneſs of the Deity is the 
Living Word, and Perfe&t Offspring of 
the Father: That the Spirit is the Ful- 
neſs of the Son, not Part of another 
Being, but Whole and Entire m him- 
ſelf : That we muſt conceive them 
iofeparably united to each other, but yet 
Threereal ſfubſiſting'Perſons in the ſame 
Form and Species, which is originally in 
the Father, ſhines in the Son, and is 
manifeſted by the Holy Spirit. And 
therefore he adds, That he did not 
compound the Trinity , nor force it 
into a Monad or Unit ( that is, One 
ſingle Perſon ) to preſerve the Uni- 
ty of the Godhead ; nor conceive 
of God as of a Man, who is com» 
pounded of Three Parts, Spirit , 
Soul, and Body ; for ſuch a compc» 
ſition cannot belong to a fimple Na- 
ture. 


This 
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This is the conſtant language of the 
ancient Writers, That the Divine Na- 
ture .is not compounded of Parts, nor 
is God a compound Being ; that each 
Perſon in the Trinity is a complete and 
perfect Perſon, and Three complete and 
perfect Perſons cannot be One by Com- 
poſition, as Three incomplete Parts are: 
that each Perſon by himſelf is perfe&t 
God and perfect Eſſence, though when 
we unite them and number Three, we 
acknowledge but One perfect God : for 
the Deity is not compounded but in 
Three, each of which is complete and 
perfect, there 1s One perfect Being, with- 
out Compoſition, and without Parts ; 
that is, the ſame One Divine Nature 
ſubſiſting diſtintly , not by Parts or 
Compoſition, but Whole and Entire in 
Three. | 
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Let us now then conſider the true ſtate of the Queſtion 


between theſe Sabe/zans, and the Catholick Fathers : Theſe 
Hereticks owned at laſt, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to 
be Three diſtin Subſtances, but not Three ſubſtantial 
Wholes, but Three ſubſtantial Parts, which by their Union 
and Compoſition made up One whole intire God. The 
Catholick Fathers join with them ſo far, as to own theſe 
Divine Perſons to be Three ſubſtantial ſubſiſting Perſons, 
but reje& their Notion of a compounded God, or Three 
Parts of the Deity, with the utmoſt abhorrence, and affirm, 
that each Perſon is by himſelf entire and perfe God, pe: - 
fe and complete Divine Eſſence or Subſtance, Traz/z go, 
as Damaſcen ſpeaks; and that they are not One God by 
Compoſition, or as One Perſon is One God, but as Three 

U compiete 
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complete and perfe& Perſons, each of which is perfe& 
God, can be One God. 

Now I think after this we need not diſpute, what the 
Metaphyſical Notions of Perſon and Perſonality are : for 
a Perſon in this Sacred Myſtery, ſignifies One who is true 
and perfect God, and therefore is whatever God is; for the 
true and perfe& definition of God, muſt belong to every 
Perſon who is true and perfet God. If then we acknow- 
ledge God to be Infinite Subſtance, Mind, Life, Knowledge, 
Power, every Perſon who is God muſt be all this ;. and 
if each Perſon be true and perfect God, and yet no One 
Perſon is the other, nor the Motion, AfﬀeRion, or perſo- 
nal Power, nor part of the other, then each Perſon is di- 
| ſtintly and by himſelf complete and perfet God, and 

therefore has diſtinly in himſelf all thoſe Attributes and 
| PerfeQions which belong to the perfet Notion and Tdea of 
God ;. and to make any Perſon leſs than what God is, is to 
make him no God. 
But Athanaſius has another Argument | 

'Eme? x4 ms Smwd 79 wi- apainſt the Sabelian compounded Deity, 
p&, * 72 xirmpa ane 6 me, which muſt put all Compoſitions of the 
—_— ry ls —_ Deity for ever out of countenance. The | 
- 1 WY hs. Greed, Scripture aſſures us, that God ſends his | 
Sabell.'p _—_— Son, and that the Son ſends the Holy 

: Ghoſt; whereas were the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, Three inſeparable Parts of one com- 
pounded Deity, how could this One God, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, ſend part of himſelf, and one part of the 
ſame One God ſend another 2 

To ſend, and to be ſent, neceſſarily ſuppoſes Perſons 

really and ſubſtantially diſtin, ſuch as can give and re- 

ceive, and execute Commands, who have diſtint Under- 

ſtandings, Wills, and Powers of * Action, for no other 

Beings are capable of ſending or being ſent; and m_ 
uc 
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fuch diſtin Perſons, each of which is complete and per- 


fe& God, is the Trinity aſſerted by the Catholick Fathers, 
in contradiction to the Hereſy of Sabe/ls. 
But there is one very good Rule of 


147 


Athanaſius, which is worth obſerving Mntis dpricdu®- wt This 
in this Controverſy, That we muſt not mu wrdde weinur row? rr, 
imagine to find the Unity of the God. 43x & Ti mea) votime 73 6, 


head by denying Three, but we muſt Ibid. 558. 
find this Unity, or Monade, in Three. 


The Sabeliavs took the firſt way to ſecure the Catholick | 


Faith of One God, they denjzed Three real, diſtin, ſub» 
ſtantial Perſons in the Godhead ; but the Catholick Faith 
owns Three real, diſtin, ſubſtantial, divine Perſons, and 
teaches that theſe Three are One God ; not with ſuch an U- 
nity as belongs to One Perſon, but as Three Perſons are One 
God: which ſhould be a warning to ſome late Writers, 
who think they cannot ſufficiently defend the Unity of 
God, without oppoſing a real and ſubſtantial Trinity, 
which is to oppoſe the ancient Catholick Faith. 

To conclude this Chapter, the reſult of the whole in 
ſhort is this, That in oppoſition to the Noetrars, who 
made Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to be only Three 
Names of the ſame One Divine Perſon , whom we call 
God, the Catholick Fathers aſſerted that they were Three 
diſtin Perſons, not the ſame Perſon under Three Names, 
or Three Appearances; in oppoſition to thoſe Satellzans, 
who denied the Subſtantiality of the Son, and of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, but made the Son like the Word in the mind or 
heart of man, which had no ſubſtantial, permanent Sub- 
ſiſtence of its own, and the Holy Ghoſt in like manner 
to be a tranſient efflux of Power from God ; ſo that God 


the Father was the only ſubſiſting Perſon , and the One _ 


God, but the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, the inſubſtantial, 
tranſient Word and Power of God. Theſe ancient Fa- 


- thers in like manner aſſerted the Subſtantiality of the Son, 


U 2 and 
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and of the Holy Ghoſt, that they were real, diſtin, 
ſut fiſting Perſons, as true and perfect P:rfons as the Fa- 
ther himſ.If is: in oppoſition to thoſe Sabc/lians who af 
ſerted a compound Deity, and made a Trinity of Parts, 
inſtead of a Trinity of Perſons in the Unity of the God- 
head ; they unanimouſly rej2ted all compoſition in the 
Deity, and aſſerted each Pcrſon diſtintly by. himſelf, nor 
to be a part of God, but true and perfet God. 

Now had theſe Fathers aflerted nothing poſitively co 
cerning the Three Divine Perſons, but only rejeed theſe 
Noetian and Sabellian Hereſies, it had been evidence 
enough what their Paith was concerning the Ever-bleſſed 
Trinity ; for remove theſe Hereſies, and all ſuch as are 
manifeſtly the ſame, however they may difter in words,and 
there is nothing left for any man to believe concerning a 
Divine Trinity, but the true Catholick Faith of Three 
real, diſtin, ſubſtantial, Divine Perſons, each of which is 
diſtinQly, and by himſelf complete, entire, perfet God: 
For if Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are not one and the 
fame Perſon, diſtinguiſht only by Three Names, according 
to their different Appearances and Opcrationsz nor one 
ſingle Perſon with two perſonal Vertues and Powers, called 
the Son, and the Spirit, like the word and emotion ina 
man's heart, which is no perſon, and. has no ſubſiſtence of 
its own ; nor three parts of one compounded Deity, as a 
man is compounded of Body, Soul, and Spirit ; then of 
neceſlity Father , Son, and Holy Ghoſt, muſt be Three 


complete, ſubſtantial, ſubſiſting Perſons, Three ſuch Perſons 


as the Sabell;ans would allow but One: for it they be not 
the ſame, nor affetions and motions of the {ame, nor parts 
of the ſame, there is nothing left but to own them Three 


completely and pzrfely ſubſliſting Perſons. 


It God be One, not in the Sahe//;an Notion of S:ngus 


larity, as One God ſignifies One ſingle Perſon ; but Orc in 


Three, without parts or compoſition, as the Fathers af- 
ſertcd 


£ 


: 
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ſerted againſt Sabellius, then each Perſon muſt be by him: + 
ſelf complete and perfet God : for God cannot be One in , 
Three Perſons, unleſs each Perſon be pertet God ; for un-' 


leſs this One God be perfect God in each Perſon, he cannot 
be. perfetly One in Three, If the Unity of God be not 
the Unity of -a Perſon, it muſt be the Unity and Samenets 
of Nature, and the inſeparable Union of Perſons 3 and this 
is the Unity in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity, which the 
Catholick Fathers taught, and which is the only thing they 
could reaſonably teach, when they had rcjeted the Sabel- 
lian Unity. There is no m:4/um that I know of in this 
Controverſy concerning the Unity of God, between the. 


Unity of One ſingle Perſon, and that Oneneſs which res \ 


ſults from the Unity, and the Conſubſtantiality of Nature, 
and inſeparable Union of Perſons ; and therefore if the firſt 
be Hereſy, the ſecond muſt be the Catholick Faith ; and 
whatever Notions men advance againſt this, is Sabe/ltaniſm 
in its Principle, and laſt reſult: tor if the Unity of God 
be not the Union of Three complete Divine Perſons, each 
of which is diſtinly by himſelf perfet God, it mult be 


the Unity of One Divine Perſon, which is the Sabellian 


Unity. 


CHAP. 
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C H AP. IV. 


Concerning the Homooulion, or One Sub- 


ſtance of Þather, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 


N the laſt Chapter I have plainly ſhewn what Sabe/a- 

iſm is, and by what Arguments the Catholick Fathers 
oppoſed and confuted it, which is proof enough what they 
meant by Perſon, when in oppoſition to Sabe/lzus, they 
taught that there were Three Perſons in the Unity of the 
Godhead ; not Three perſonal Characters and Relations, 
which Sabellius owned, but Three true and proper Per- 
ſons, each of whom is by himſelf true and perfect God. 

But yet the Nicene Faith of the FI mooufron, or One Sub- 
fance of Father and Son, is fo expounded by ſome, as to 
countenance the Sabel/ian Hereſy, which all the Nicexe 
Fathers condemned, though one would think that ſhould 
be an unanſwerable ObjeAtion againſt it ; this has made it 
ſo abſolutely neceſlary to the Vindication of the Catholick 
Faith, and to compoſe ſome warm Diſputes, rightly to un- 
derſtand this matter, that I ſhall carefully inquire what the 
Nicene Fathers meant by theſe terms of the ZZomoouſton, 
and One Subſtance, which they have put into their Creed, 
as the moſt expreſs oppoſition to the Arian Hereſy. 

And we cannot long doubt of this, if we conſider the 
true ſtate of the Arian Controverſy : There was no Diſ- 
pute between the Arians and Catholicks concerning the 
Perſonality of the Son ; they both condemned SaZellius, 
and therefore Ore Sub/tance, when oppoſed to the Arians, 
can't ſignify a Sabellian Unity. 


The 
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The Arians and Sabellians both agreed in this, That One 
God is but One Divine Perſon, who is truly and properly 
God; and that to aflert Three Perſons, each of which is 
true and perfect God, is to make Three Gods. The Sabel- 
[tzans, to avoid this 7ritheiſm, make Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, but One Divine Perſon, and in that ſenſe but One 
God. The Arzans on the other hand, allow Father and 
Son to be two real diſtin Perſons, but attribute true and 
perfect Divinity only to the Father, and make the Son a- 
Creature, though the moſt excellent Creature, made be- 
fore the World, and as like to God as any Creature can be, 
and the Miniſter of God in making the World. 

This Hereſy was condemned by the firſt general Council 
aſſembled at Nice; and if we would underſtand the Nicene 
Creed, we muſt expound it in oppoſition to the Arian He- 
reſy, without running into the other Extreme of Sabe/ia- 
niſm, And therefore when we are taught to believe 7 
One Lord Feſus Chrift, the Only begotten Son of God, begot- 
ten of his Father before all Werlds God of God, Light of 
Light, Very God of wery God, begotten, not made, being «f 


One Subſtance with the Father, by whom all things were made; 


Wemuſlt underſtand a Son, who is a diſtin Perſon from 
his Father, as the Arians allowed him to be, but not a 


made or created Son, as they taught, but a Son by Na-- 


ture, begotten of his Father's ſubſtance, and that not in 
Time, but from all Eternity ; and therefore not a Creature, 
but God by Nature, true and perfe&t God, as God of God, 
begotten of God, and therefore of One Suiſtance with the 
Father ; not in the Sabell:an ſenſe, as One Subſtance is One 
Perſon, but as One Subſtance fignifies the ſame Nature, in 
oppoſition to the Arians, who made him not only a di- 
ſtin&t Perſon, but of a different Nature , like his Father, 
but not the ſamez not of the ſubſtance of his Father, bur 
a new created Subſtance, made out of nothing , .as all 
oiher Creatures are. The oppoſition of this Creed to the 

| Arian 
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Arian Hereſy is certainly the beſt way of expounding it, 
and then we find nothing init, but the true ancient Catho- 
lick Faith, of the real diſtinQion of Perſons in the Unity 
of the Divine Eſſence. But the prefent Inquiry is, What 
is the true Notion of the Hommou/ton, or One Subſtance of 
Father and Son; and beſides that poſitive account the Fa- 
thers give us of it, we may learn this from thoſe falſe 
Gloſles and Interpretations which they reje&t, and thoſe 
| Rulcs they give tor the expounding theſe words. 


| SECT. % 
L The true Senſe of the Homooufion, from thoſe Miſ- 


repreſentations which were made of it, and the An- 


z ſwers which were given by the Nicene Fathers to 
I ſuch Objeftions, ; 


1. *Irſt then, Let us conſider what Miſrepreſentations 

were made of this diſputed word Conſub/tantial,by the 
Enemies of the Catholick Faith, and what Anſwers the 
Fathers gave to ſuch Objeions.' St. Zilary mentions three 
in the beginning of his 4th Book of the 7rinity ; and T1 
ſhall conſider them in the Order in which he ſets them 
down. 


1. The firſt is, that this word Zo- 


Quin etiam id adjiciunt , com ya0ouhon, or Conſubſtantial, is no better 
$1145 ſubRantiz patrem & filium / 9 I /t , 


Ne midiuot , ab anterieribus epiſce- £1122 Sabellianiſm ; that it makes the 
pus efſe predicatum, wt id ſubtilitre Father and the Son to be but One, by 
per ſpeciem heretice opnienir infir0 One ſingular Subſtance, which being 


ment ; dicentes eos werbi hujms ſig+ 


nificationem, id eft, unius ſutantie, INfinite, extended it ſelf into the Vir- 


quod grace dicitur homoouſion, gin's Womb, and taking a Body of 
bac ſenſu uſurpare atque eloqui, tan- 


IL 26 & per gui & fer, os ono that Body took the Name of 
7 faitare widebces fed protenſer s $20 ; and thus they ſay ſome former 


Biſhops 
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Biſhops underſtood it, and is therefore 
to be rejeted as Heretical ; which, as 
he adds, is the firſt miſreprefentation of 
the Fomooufton. 

Thus he obſerves in his Book de Sy- 
odis, that the Fathers in the Council 
of Antioch, which condemned Paulus 
Samoſatenus, did alſo rejeft the Homoou- 
fron, becauſe Paulus thereby underſtood 
the ſingularity of the Divine Nature 
and Subſtance, which deſtroys the real 
perſonal diſtintion between Father and 
Son ; and adds,that the Church, though 
it retained the word HZomoonfton, (till re- 
jets that ſenſe of it as profane. 
notwithſtanding St. Zi/ary's Authority, 
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virginem, tx aud corpus aſſuments fi- 
bi, in «0 corpore quod aſſumpſit filii 
nomen addiderit ; & hac quidem de 
homoouſio falta: prima cit. Hil. 
de Trin. 1. 4- 


Secundo id quodque adadidiftts, 
quod Patres noſtri, cum Panlus Sa- 
moſatenus hareticus pronunciatus eſt, 
etiam homoouſion repudiaverimnt, 
quia per hanc umus eſſentia uuncupa» 
tionem, ſolitarium atque unicum ſibi 
ofſe Patrem & Filium pradicabat, & 
hoc ſane nunc quoque prophaniſſimum 
Eccleſia recognoſcit, Patrem & Filium 
in his nominum profeſſionibus ad unio- 
nis + ſingularis ſolitudinem negata 
perſonarum proprietate revocare. Hi- 


lar. de Synod. prope finem. 


The Learned Dr. Bull, 


can't believe that 


either Paulus or Sabellius did upon choice own the Homo rao; —_ 
oufion, but only put a forced and unnatural ſenſe on ir, to \1;.,e. þ 
favour their Hereſies 3 and ſeems to have very gocd rea- 52. 


ſtance. 


fon on his ſide ; but that is not the preſent queſtion, How 
perverſly ſoever Hereticks underſtood this word, the Nz- 
cene Fathers reje&ted this ſenſe as profane and heretical. 
Now if One Subſtance does not ſignify One ſingular Sub- 
ſtance in the Sabe/lian Notion of it, which leaves only a 
Trinity of Names or Modes, inſtead of a Trinity of Per- 
ſons, then Three conſubſtantial Perſons mult ſignify Three 
ſubſtantial Perſons, who have the ſame Nature and El- 
ſence, but not the ſame ſingular Sub- 
And St. Bafil tells us, that this 


"AuTy 3 1 Qovi 4 70 T4 Ea- 


is the proper acceptation of the word 

FTomooufton, which is direRtly oppoſed to 

the Sabellian as well as to the Arian He- 

rely, as it deſtroys the Identity of Zy- 

prſtaſis, and gives us a complete and 

perte& Notion of diſtin Perſons; for 
X 
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the ſame thing is not conſubſtantial to it ſelf, but to ano- 
.. ther ; that there muff be another, and another, to make tw3 


\ that are conſubſtantial, 


Sequens i!la eff, quod affirment id 
enmmtiationem homoouſti ſignificare, 
quod rei antericris O&+ alterius come 
munio ſit duobus, & tanquam prior 
ſubſtantia vel uſia materia alicujus 
ex:uterit, qua participata duobus, & 
in wtroque conſumpta, utrumque il. 
lim & nature anterioris, & rei efſe 
reftetur unttus. Atque idcirco impro- 
bare ſe homoouſii aiunt confeſſio- 
nem, quod enuntiatio ejius neque Fie 
linm & Patre diſlinguat, & poſterio« 
rem Patrem materia, que ſibi cum 
Filio fit communis, oſtendat. Hil. de 
Trin lib. 4. initio. 


De homoouſio werd, quod eff 
nnius efſentie trat antes, primum id- 
circo reſpuendum pronuntiaſtis, quia 
per werbi hujus enunciationem ſub- 
ftantia prior intelligeretur quam duo 
inter ſe partiti eſſent =—— prophanus 


hic ſenſus ef, & communi judicio ab 


eccleſis reſpuendus. Hil. de Synod 


Quis enim ſane mentis tertiam 
ſubſtantiam, que UF Patri Cr Filio 
communt ſit, pradicabit. 

Non hic ſanfifſima religioſorum 
wirorum ſynodus , neſcio quam prio« 
rem, Juz in duos diviſa ſit, ſubtan- 
11am introducit, ſed Filium natum de 


ſusſtantia Pairs, Ibid. 


Tertio quoque hanc improbandi 

' komoouſii cauſam comminiſcuntur, 
quod ſecundum werbi hujus ſignificas 
tionem, ex diviſione Paterns ſube 

ftantie effe Filiug exiſtimetur , tan« 
quam d:ſefrs ex co fuerit, ita ut in 

duos fit res una diviſs: & ideo 

ſubſtantia dicantur unizs, quia pore 

tio deſeFa de toro, in natura «ca fit 


wide d:ſe4o ef, Hil, de Trin. lib. 4. 


Another Obj:ion againſt the Z7omo- 
04/r0n was this, That to be conſub/tantial, 
or of On? Subſtance, ſignifies the com» 
munion of Two in ſome other thing, 
which is in order of Nature before them 
both ; as if there were ſome prior Sub- 
ſtance or Matter, of which they both 
did partake ſo as to have the whole 
Subſtance between them ; which makes 
them conſubſtantial, or of one Subſtance 
both partaking of the ſame Being, Na=- 
ture, or Subſtance, which was before 
them both ; and therefore they rejeted 
the Homooufton, becauſe it did not pre= 
ſerve the relation between the Son and 
the Father, and made the Father later 
than that Subſtance or Matter, which 
is common to him with the Son.. This 
alſo St. FHlary tells us the Church re- 
j2&s and abominates z. for nothing can 
ſo much as in thought be before the 
Subſtance of the Father ;and the relation 
betwcen Father and Son ſignifies to be- 
get, and to be begotten, not to be both 
made of the ſame Subſtance. 

A third Reaſon they aſſigned againſt 
this word FHomoouftron was this, That to 
be Conſubſtantial, or of One Subſtance, 
in the ſtri&t and proper acceptation of 
theſe words, ſignifies, that the genera- 
tion of the Son, is by the diviſion of 
the Father's Subſtance, as if he were 
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cut out of him, and One Subſtance divided into Two Per- 
ſons, and ſo Father and Son are of One Subſtance, as a 
part cnt out of the whole, is of the ſame nature with that 
from whence it is taken. 

This was objected againſt the Homooufron in the time of 
the Nicene Council, while this word was under debate, 
which Socrates gives a more particular account of. The rea- 
ſon thoſe Biſhops, who refuſed to ſubſcribe to the Nicene 
Faith, gave againſt the ZZomoouſton, was 
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this, That that only can be faid to be "Emre? 30 Toaony Guotory it), 


Conſubſtantial, which is of another,either % % md Bv, # x7 
by diviſion, or by efflux and emana- " 
tion , or by prolation or eruption: by 


Heer uy, 


" x7 pov, i 7 aeffolys 
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eruption, as the branches ſprout out of nant. mile, Men 
the root ; by efflux, according to the ,;, gia, overs v2 3 Feive 
manner of human generations ; by di- 7* #Xr $ 7hwy tar 5 Gs. 
viſion, as the fame maſs of Gold may Ie im © ovſramanibedy,, mi 
be divided into two or three golden #i5{ #aczzy. mv is Th Ay 
Cups ; but the Son is of the Father # *#vois oxayarrs —— Socra- 


neither of theſe ways, and therefore they 
rejected this Faith, and ridiculed the 
Homooufton. 

For this very reaſon Euſebius of Czſarea was for ſome time 
in ſuſpenſe about the Zomooufron, which he afterwards rea- 
dily received, when the Council had declared in what ſenſe 
they underſtood it, and rejected all corporeal paſſions, all 
diviſion and partition, change and diminution of the Di- 
vine Eſſence ; which pure, ſimple, unbodied, eternal, un+ 


changeable Mind is not capable of. Now all that I ſhall 


obſerve at preſent is, That this very ObjeCtion, which was 
thought ſo formidable, neceſſarily ſuppoſes that both they 
who made it, and they who were ſo much concerned to 
anſwer it, did acknowledge a ſub/tantial generation of the 


Sox ; for this whole Diſpute is downright Nonſenſe with- | 


out it: If God the Father in begetting his Son, does not 
X 2 {@ 


tes H. E. lib. 1. c. 8. 


Euſebit 
Epiſt. ad 
Caſarienſs; 
apud S0- 
cras, Ibid. 
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ſo communicate his own Nature and Subſtance to him, as 


to make him a true ſubſtantial Son, of the ſame Subſtance 
indeed, but yet as diſtin in Subſtance from the Father, as 
he is in Perſon, How ridiculous is all this Diſpute, how the 
Father communicates his own Nature to his Son 2 for ac- 
cording to theſe men, he does not communicate or propa- 
gate his own Nature and Subſtance at all, there being but 
one ſingular ſolitary Divine Nature and Subſtance, with a 
Trinity of Names, Modes, or Offices, and therefore no 
danger of any diviſion or partition of the Divine Sub- 
ſtance. 

The Diſpute between the Catholicks and the Arians 
about the generation of the Son was this: They both 
owned apainſt the Sabe!lzans, that the Son is a real, ſub- 
fantial, ſubſiſting Perſon ; but the Queſtion was, whence 
he had his Nature 2 whether he was created out of No- 
thing, and conſequently had a beginning of Being, as the 
Arians affirmed; or was #Z 8a, of the Subſtance of his 
Father, and ſo coeternal with his Father, as the Nicexe Coun« 
cil affirmed, That the Subſtance of the Son was of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light. Againſt this 
the Arians objetted, That the Son could not be of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, without rhe diviſion of the Father's 
Subſtance, which is.impoſlible in an infinite uncreated Spi- 
rit, as God is; which Argument is only againſt a ſubſtan- 
tial generation. The Nicene Fathers allow this Objection 
to be good as to. corporeal generations, but deny that it 
is thus as to the Eternal Generation of the Son of God ; 
for an Eternal, Uncreated, Immutable Mind, if it can com- 
municate its own Nature at all, ( and we learn from Scri- 
pture, that God has a Son ) mult do it without diviſion of 
parts; for the Divine Nature and Subſtance has no parts, 
and is capable of no diviſion: And it is very abſurd to rea- 
ſon from corporeal Paſſions, to the AﬀeQions and Opera- 
tons of Spirits, much more of. an infinite eternal Spirit. 
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H1d not the 4r/ans underſtooJ the Catholick Fathers, of 
the ſubſtantial G2aeration of the Son, they had more wit 
than to urge an Argument to no purpoſe ; for where there 
is no commuaication of S1bſtance, it 1s certain there can 
be no diviſion of it: And had not the Catholick Fathers 
owned this ſubſtantial Generation, they would have re- 
jetted the Argument with ſcorn, as nothing to the pur- 
poſe, and not have diſtinguiſhed between corporeal gene- 
rations, and the Gzneration of Eternal and Infinite Mind. 
That though Bodies cannot communicate their own Na- 
ture and Subſtance without diviſion, yet an Eternal Mind: 
can ; ſo that from theſe perverſe Interpretations of the 
Homooufiton, which the Catholick Fathers rejeed, we may 
learn what they meant by it - for if Father and Sor 
are not Conſub/tantial in the ſenſe of the Sabellians and 
Modaliſts ; that is, that Father and Son are not One Per- 
ſon with Two Names, nor Oae ſingular ſolitary Subſtance: 
common to them both, then the Father muſt be a fubſtan- 
tial Father, and the Son a ſubſtantial Son, and theſe Two 
ſubſtantial Perſons are Conſub/tantial, as having the fame 
One Divine Nature and Subſtance intirely, pertetly and 
diitintly in themſelves, without any diviſion, diminution, 
or ſeparation of Subſtance, by a complete and perfe&t Ge- 
neration, whereby the Father communicates his whole in- 
tire Nature to the Son without any change or alteration in 
nimſelf. 
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SEC 3 WM 


Some Rules for expounding the Homoouſion ; and in 
what Senſe the Fathers underſtood it. 


Econdly, Let us now examine what account the Nzicene 

and Po#t- Nicene Fathers give of the Zomooufton, and 

in what ſenſe they underſtood it. But before I tell you 

what they expreſly fay of this matter, I ſhall obſerve by 

the way two or three Rules they give us for expounding 
the Z7omooufion, which are of great uſe in this Enquiry. 


1. The firſt is, To give the Z7e-204/60n the right place 
in our Creed, as the Nicene Fathers have done. They do 
not tell us abruptly, in the firſt place, That the Son is con- F 
ſubſtantial, or of one Subſtance with the Father. They 
firſt tell us, That Jeſus Chriſt our Lord is the only-begotten 5 
Son of God, begotten of his Father, that is, of the Sub- 
ſtance of his Father, before all Worlds, God of God, Light : 
of Light, Very God of Very God, Begotten, not made ; P 
on then they add, Of One Subſtance with the Fa- 2 
tner. 


This St. Z7ilary lays great ſtreſs on, 


In his igitur tot ramque gravibus and his Reaſon is very conſiderable ; be- 
frdet periculis, werborum brevitas 4 


temperanda eft, ne impie dict exiftt- cauſe if in the firſt place we fay , Father 
 metur, quod pie intelligitur: neſecw= and Son are conſubſtantial, or of One 
ra atque innocente conſcientia, perec- Gybſtance, this is capable of an Hereti- 


caſionem hareticorum reus ſerms ſit, 


difurus unam ſabftantiom Catholicus Cal as Well as Orthodox Senſe, as we 


LE or ice cvipier 5 ave already heard ; for they may be ' 
_=—_ pA _ he i One Subſtance in the Sahe/ian Notion, 
Hilar, de Synodis, as that ſignifies One Perſon; or One by 


the Diviſion or Partition of the ſame 
Subſtance, 


SoctiNnian Controvetſy: 
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Subſtance, of which each has a part ; for all theſe per- 
verſe Senſes may be affix'd to it, whenthis word Conſub/tarn- 
tial, or One Subtance, ſtands ſingly by it ſelf, or is put in 
the firſt place, without any thing to limit or determine 


its ſignification. 
muſt not begin his Creed with ſaying, 
That Father and Son are of One Sub. 
Rtance ; but then he may ſafely ſay One 
Subſtance, when he has firſt ſaid, The 
Father is unbegotten, the Son is born, 


and ſubſiſts of his Father, like to lis Fa- 


ther in all Perfetions, Honour, and 
Nature ; not of nothing , but born; 
not unborn, but coxval ;.not the Father, 
but the Son of the Father ; not a Part 
of the Father, but All that the Father is; 
not the Author, but the Image, the I- 
mage of God, begotten of God, and 
born God 3 not a Creature, but God; 
not Another God, of a difterent Kind 


And thereforea true Catholick Chriſtian 


Unam ſubſtantiam dicet, cm ante 
dixerit, pater ingenitus eſt, filius na« 
rus ef, ſubſiftit ex Patye , Patri ſimi« 
lis eft, wirtute, honore, natura, &Cc. 

Er poſt kac unam ſubſtantiam pa» 
tris filit dicendo, non errat, at- 
unam ſubſtantiam negando, jam: 
peccat, 

Nemo unam ſubfantiam brevi &+ 
nudo ſermone putet pradicandam : ut 
poſſit religioſe dici, una eſſe ſubſtantia. 

Nihil ſolitarium ex divinis ſacra- 
mentis ad ſuſpicionem audientium, &- 
ad occaſionem blaſphemantium profer a« 
mus. Ante nativitas filit, ante ſubs 
JeFio, ante ſimilitudo nature pradie 
canada eft ,ut non impie unius © Pater 


& Filius ſubſtantie pradicetur, Ibid; 


and Subſtance, but One God, as having the ſame Eſience 
and Nature, which differs in nothing from the Subſtance 
of the Fatherz that God is One, not in Perſon, but Na- 
ture, Father and Son having nothing unlike, or of a diffe- 
rent kind in them: And after this we may ſafely add, That 
Father and Son are One Subſtance, and cannot deny it- 


Without Sin. 


This is as plain as words can make it, and needs no Com-- 
ment, but fixes and determines the Catholick Sznſe of the 
Homooufon, For if we muſt acknowledge the Son to be con- 
ſubſtantial, or of one Subſtance with the Father, in no other 
ſenſe than as a True and Real Son is conſubſtantial , a 
$2n, not created out of Nothing, but begotten of his Fa- 
thers Subſtance ; the Son of God, who in his own proper 
Perſon is true and perfe&t God. not a part of God, but all 


that< 
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that God is; nct One God, as One Perſon with the Father, 
but as having the true Divine Nature diſtinQly in his own 
Perſon. This is a Demonſtration that the Nicene Conſub- 
ftantiality, is the Conſub/tantiality of Two real ſubſtantial 
Perſons, who have the ſame Nature diſtinly ſubſiſting in 
each of them. | 
2. Another Rule for expounding the Fomooufon is, 
that 5yg&n@., & 47 mavlz yg, are equipollent terms ; 
that to be of one Subſtance, and to be in all things alike 
to each other, ſignify the ſame thing. I know the Fathers 
condemned the Arian Homoiou/ion ; tor they aflerted, That 
the Son was like the Father, in oppoſition to his being of 
the ſame Nature with the Father, and therefore this was an 
imperfect likzneſs and reſemblance, or indeed no likeneſs 
at all; for a created and uncreated Nature are at ſuch an 
infinite diſtance, as to have no true and real likeneſs to 
each other; to be ſure not ſuch a likeneſs as there mult be 
between a Son and a Father : Nay ſometimes they would 
not allow, that likeneſs can be properly applied to two in- 
dividual Natures of the ſame ſpeczes, as to two individual 
human Natures, which are not like ro each ether, but are 
the fame. But yet whether it was proper or improper, 
/ 7 Taye & 4 TTAp pa ANGNTE Cugi od, to be upon all ac- 
counts, and every way perfedly alike, was allowed to be 
' very Orthodox ; and: therefore St. F/ary in his Book de 
$ynodis, approves ſeveral Oriental Creeds as very Ortho- 


_-- © dox, though they left out the F»m9ufton, becauſe they in 


the moſt expreſs terms confeſſed the 


Ci ergo naturam neque aliam, ne- 
gue diſſimilem ei, quem impaſſibiliter 
generabat, dedit, won potefF aliam 
dediſſe, niſi propriam ; ita ſimilitudo 
proprietas eft , proprietas aqualitas 
cf, & aqualitas nihil differt ; qui 
autem mhil differunt , unum ſunt ; 
wen union? prrſone , fed aqualitate 


xa:ure, Hil- de Synod. 


perfect likeneſs and ſimilitude of Nature 
between Father and Son ; which they 
guarded with the utmoſt Caution, a- 
gainſt the perverſe Interpretations both_- 
ot the Sabellian and Arian Hereticks. 
And he diſputes at large, That perfect 
{fmilitude is a ſameneſs and equality of 
Nature, 
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Nature;and calls God to witneſs, that be- 
fore he ever heard of thoſe words Zfomo- 
ouſrton,and Homotouſton,he always thought 
that what is ſignified by both theſe 
words, is the ſame : that perfe@ likeneſs 
of Nature is the ſameneſs of Nature ; 
for nothing can be perfely alike, which 
has not the ſame Nature. And this 
he fays he learnt from the Evangeliſts 
and Apoſtles, before ever he heard of 
the Nicene Faith, which he had not 
heard of till a little before he was ba- 
niſhed for that Faith. This obſerva- 
tion is of great uſe, as St. Hilary notes, 
to confute Sabe/aniſm, and to fix the 
true ſenſe of the Fomooufion : for if to 
be Conſubſtantial, or of one Nature, 
ſignifies a perfe likeneſs, ſimilitude, 
and equality of Nature, Conſubſtantiali- 
ty mult at leaſt ſignify Two, who are 
thus conſubſtantial, as likeneſs, fimili- 
tude and equality does 3 and theſe Two 
muſt have One and the ſame Nature, 
not in the ſenſe of Singularity, and Sa- 
bellian Unity, but of likeneſs and fimilt- 
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Teflor Dominum cali atque terre 
me cim neutrum audiſem , ſemper 
tamen utrumque ſenſiſe , quod per 
homeuſion homouſion oporreret 
intelligi; id eft , nihif ſmile ibs 
Secundum naturam eſſe poſſe, niſi quod 
efſet ex eadem naturd. . 

Fidem Nicanam nunquam niſi cxcu* | 
laturus audivi, ſed mihi homouſit 
& homezuſii inteligentiam Evan« 
gelia & Apoſtoli intimaverunt. 1b. 
in fine. 

Religiose unam ſubſtantiam pre- 
dicamus, dummodd unam ſubſtantiam 
proprietats ſimilitudinem intelliga-= 
mu, ut quod unum ſunt, now ſingula« 
rem ſignificet, ſed aquales. Equali- 
ratem dico, id eft, indifferentiam ſf« 
militudins , wut ſimilitudo habeatur 
aqualitas, AEqualitas werd unum 
idcirco dicitur eſſe, quod par ſit, unum 
wverd in quo par ſignificatur, non ad 
unicum vyindicetur. 

Credamus & dicamus efſe unam 
ſubſtantiam, ſed per nature proprie- 
tatem, non ad ſignificationem impie 
unions, Una fit ex ſimilitudine non 
ex ſolitudine. Hilar, de Synod. 

Ita ſimilitudinis aqualitas nec ſo« 
litudinem habet , nec diverſitatem, 
quia omnis aqualitas nec diverſa nec 


. ſola fit. Idem 1. 7. de Tin. 


tude : that Father and Son are One Subſtance, not as One 

Perſon is One with himſelf, but as Two Perſons are One. 

by a perfect likeneſs and ſimilitude of Nature, which muſt 

j be the true meaning of Conſubſlantial, if Conſubſtantiali- 
o ty and likeneſs of Nature be the ſame. | 
3. I obſerve farther , That the Catholick Fathers did 

not make the Fomooufion the Rule of Faith, that whatever 

ſenſe ſome critical Wits can put on it, muſt therefore be 

owned for the Catholick Paith; but they choſe it as the 


molt comprehenſive word, to comprize the true Catholick 
y Faith, 
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Faith, and to dete@t the Frauds of Hereticks. They taught 
no new Faith by this word, but what the Catholick 
Church had always taught, but ſecured the Faith by it 
| againſt the ſhifts and evaſions of H-reticks, This is the 
detence they made to the Arza» Objection, That it was 
an unſcriptural word 3 they confeſſed the word Fomoou- 
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Dew qued ef! genuit, tjuſdem ſub- 
ſtant1e, rjuſdem efſſjentia, ſme tempore, 
ſiv4 coaternum genuit—— Hanc De: 
Trinitatis ſubſt autiam unam homu- 
ſion wvcrbo Graci compleFi breviter 
2a/ucrunt, Non cnim nomen eſt, ſed 
res terribilis eff in werbo hujuſmoai 
ſonaus, Quod werbum aperte. ipſe Fi- 
lis declarat, cum dicit, ego &f Pa- 
ter. unum ſumw. In iſio uno conſiſtit 
ſubſtantia una.——Contra hoc pug- 


netur, quod poſſidet, quod habet, quod. 


aocet erbum Gracum, non coutra is 
ſur wverbum, quod auribus retinuit 
ſplabis articulatum, Contra divitier, 
contra aqualitatem nature, quod poſ- 
fedet werbum, &c. Altercatio inter. 
Aug. & Paſcentium. To. 2, 


Nec effe nomen fidei homuſion, 


ſed equalitatem magis ipſius Trinita- 
tis wm L,aurentius vir lariſſimus 
aixit, fic ergo & homuſton quod in 
dubium wenichat te propenente, & (i 
ſeriptum non eft, res ipſa tamen, que 
latet in werho, wera eff. Credatur 


bmurifice Unitati , ne fiat injuris. 


Tranicati, Ibid. 


' fios was not to be found in Scripture, 


but the Faith expreſſed by that word 
was: Thus St. Auſtin anſwers Paſcen- 
tivs, and tells us, That Chriſt himſelf 
has taught us the Zomoouſron, where he 
ſays, / am in the Father, and the Father 
in me ; and 1 and my Father are One; 
and expounds this of the Unity, Dig- 
nity, and Equality of Nature: And 
adds, That it is not the word, but the 
thing ſignified by that word, which is ſo 
terrible to Hereticks z and if they would 
diſpute to purpoſe, they muſt not reject 
the word, but the dodtrine it contains. 
And thus Laurentius, who preſided in 
that Diſpute, gives. judgment in this 
Controverſy, That the Zomooufion was. 
not the Name of the Chriſtian Faith, 
but fignified the Equality of the Trini- 
ty ;. and} that though this word be not 
in Scripture, yet the thing ſignified by 
it is true ; and we muſt believe honou- 
rably of the Unity, leſt we injure the 
Trinity. 


We may find cnough to this purpoſe in 4thanafius, De 


"1 IM 4 
$ GE , 


© I Pa rs 347 PEROT, gs 4 
art A x7 


Decret. Syn. Nic. and elſewhere, of which more preſently. 
And therefore St. Hilary, in his Book de Synodis, which 
he wrote to ſome Catholick Biſhops, who were very Or-. 
thodox.in the Faith, and yet doubted of this word Ho- . 

moouſton, \ 
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mooufion, tells them, That they are to Piſteer culquem in Synde Nj- 
conſider what the Synod intended by + os diplicee , ad or _ 


that word, and not reje& the word, un- quod «b Arianis ef negatum, Nega> 


leſs they rejected the Faith taught by ag moorray dye arms © 


it, and would profeſs thoſe Arian Do= yaw , ſed ſecundum Creaturas ex 
i ' 1 nihile conditus pradicaretur ay——— 

_— which the Council condemned pale etley — 
This is the conſtant language of the Nicene and Po#ft 

Nicene Fathers, when the Diſpute is concerning the uſe of 

this word, which gives us this certain Rule for expounding 

the Zomoouſton, that we muſt underſtand it in no other 

ſenſe than what the Nicexe Fathers intended by it ; for if 

we do, we may acknowledge the Homoou/ton, and yet deny 

the Nicene Faith. What they taught by this word, that 

we muſt own; and what they reje&ted by it, we muſt 

rejet. And though we may fancy that this word figni> 

fies more than what the Nzceze Fathers underſtood by it, 

(as we have heard what perverſe Senſes the Hereticks fixt 

on it ) yet it being not a Scriptural, but an Eccleſiaſtical 

word, it muſt be expounded to that Senſe, and no other, 

which placed it in the Creed. 


SEC 3. MM 
What the Nicene Fathers meant by the Homoouſton. 


A* D this brings me to a more particular Account of 
the Z/omoou/ton, and what the Nicene Fathers under» 

ſtood by it. | 
Euſebius Pamphili, who at firſt doubted about the 73 2 
nes and the 9 6ug&nor,that Chriſt was of the ſubſtance of the 
Father, and conſubſtantial, or of One Subſtance with him z 
gives an account to his Ce/areans of the Reaſons which 
Y e moved 
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moved him afterwards to ſubſcribe to that Form of Faith 
as appears by his Letter to them, recorded in Socrates his 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. He tells them, That he did not 
admit theſe words without due examination ;' but when he 
found there was nothing meant by them, but what was 
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truly Catholick and Orthodox, he com- 
plied for Peace ſake. For by the Son's 
being of his Father's Subſtance, they 
meant no more than that he was of the 
Father, not as a part of the Father, or 
ance ; and when the Son is 
faid to be conſubſtantial with the Fa- 
ther, they did not underſtand this after 
the manner of Bodies by diviſion, ab- 
ſciſſion, or any change of the Father's 
Subſtance; but the only meaning is, 
That the Son has nothing like a crea- 
ted Nature, but is in every reſpect per- 
fely like his Father, as not being of 
any other Subſtance or Nature, but of 
the Father. 

Athanafrus gives us a very particular 
account what it was that forced the N:- 
cene Fathers to add thoſe two words to 
their Creed, 2* gong & uodnDs. that 
the Son is of the .Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther , and Conſubſtantial, or of One 
Subſtance with the Father ; which was 
to cut off all Evaſions and Subterfuges 
from the Arian Hereticks, and to force 
them to confeſs the Truth, or to confeſs 
their Hereſy, which they endeavoured 
to palliate and conceal under ambigu- 
ous words. 


When 


SCENE, 


A ons. 


That the Sou 7s of the Father, the 
Arians were contented to allow this, but 
meant no more by.it, but that the Son 
is of the Pather, as all other Creatures 
arcof God ; and therefore they added, 
That the Son is of the Subſtance of 
God, to diſtinguiſh him from all Crea- 
tures; and this is the- true interpreta- 
tion of that Phraſe, That the Son is of 
the Subſtance of the Father, that he is 
no Creature. 

Thus when the Fathers taught, That 
the Word was the true Power and Image 
of the Father in all things, and inva- 


riably like the Pather, Coy 7 » a-. 


Tap (dA Neaxtro euTy v7, Trays To Tale, 
the Arians owned thisalſo in a qualified 
ſenſe, becauſe Creatures are ſaid to be 


the Power, the Image, the Likeneſs of - 


God, and therefore they were. forced. 
to. expreſs the. ſenſe of Scripture, and 
what ſenſe they underſtood the Scripture 
in, concerning the Son's being the Like- 
neſs and Image of God, by adding, that 
the Son is Conſub/tantial, or .of One Sub- 
ſtance with the Father, to. declare: that 
the Son is not ſo of the. Father- as 
meerly to be like him, but to be the 
very ſame in likeneſs and fimilitude to 
the Father ; and to be inſeparably, un 
ted to his Father's, Subſtance, .and that 
he and the Father are Oae, as: he. him» 


ſelf hath ſaid. The Word is always in 


the Father, and the Father inthe Word, 


S.oCIN1A N Controverſy. 
When the Niceze Fathers taught, 
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like the light and its ſplendor z and this the word Fomoca- 
fios ſgnifies, and was uſed by the Council to this very 
end, to diftinguiſh and ſeparate the Word from all created 
Nature, as appears from the Anathema they immediately 

 , ,., . denounce againſt thoſe who faid, That 
5 epmons tdv\uq, the Son of God was produced out of 


parefacy 7 2 TT: 2 nothing, wasa Creature, of a mutable 


7% 6pp0umey, dyeupemnng 7% Tiis 
enCia; nojactor Hol, a 3, 
4TiTua x; moinua % Wornry 


Nature, the Workmanſhip of God, or 
of iny other Subſtance but the Sub- 


operity, x; in 3 apiv Joly, ſtance of the Father : And therefore he 


Ibid. 


Conc. T. 2, 
Col. $271. 


adds, That thoſe that diſlike theſe 

words, cught to conſider the ſenſe in 

which the Synod uſes them, and to anathematize what 
the Synod anathematizes ; and then if they can, let them 
quarrel with the words ; though he is very confident that 
no man who owns the ſenſe of the Council, and under- 
ſtands the words in their ſenſe, can diſlike the words. From 
whence it appears, that Athanaſius would have allowed 
thoſe for Orthodox Chriſtians ( as I obſerved before St. H- 
lary did ) who ſhould confeſs the Eternal Generation of 
the Son, that there was no time before he was, and that he 
had no beginning of Being; that he is no Creature, nor 
of any other Subſtance, but only of the Father, and that 
he always was inſeparably united to him, and one with 
him, though they ſhould have boggled at thoſe words , 
That the Son is of the Subſtance of the Father, and con- 
ſubſtantial with him. -But the true reaſon why the Nicexe 
Fathers did ſo earneſtly contend for theſe words, of the 
Subſtance of the Father, and Conſubſtantial, was becauſe 
they found by experience, that no other words would hold 
the Arian Hereticks, who concealed their Poyſon under 
any other form of words, though in appearance very Or- 
thodox ; as the Catholick Biſhops found to their coſt in the 
Council of Ariminum, and upon ſeveral other occaſions ; 
which is the account the Synod of Parzs gives the Eaſtern 
Biſhops 


ob FIN Rs i: 


SocrnNnian Controverſy. 


Biſhops of this matter : But though they deſired that all 
would agree in the uſe of this word, as moſt expreſlive of 
the true Catholick Faith, yet they never reje&ed the Com- 


munion of any Biſhops merely upon this account, while 
they profeſſed the true Catholick Faich, which the Nicene- 


Council intended to ſignify by this word, and condemned 
thoſe 4rian Blaſphemies which they intended to condemn 
by it. 

Before this Council had taken the Fiomooufron into their 


Creed, and made it the Teſt of the Catholick Faith, Dzo-- 


yfrus Biſhop of Alexandria, in his Book againſt the'Sabel- 


lians, had tet drop ſome Expreſlions,. for which he was 


charged with denying the Homocuſion, and accuſed for it to 
his Name-ſake Dzony/rus, then Biſhop of Rome, which oc-- 
caſioned his Apology to the Roman Biſhop, which Athaxa- 
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fins gives us an account of. 

He owns, That he did fay that the 
word Hmoouſtron was not to be found ia 
Scripture, yet what he tavght of Chriſt 
did plainly ſignify what is meant by the 
Flomoouſton, that he is-no Creature, but 
homogeneous ,. or of the ſame Nature 
with his Father, which he explained by 
Human Births, which are manifeſtly of 
the ſame kind; thcre being no difference 
of Nature between Parents and Chil» 
dren, who difter only in this, That Pa- 
rents are not their own Children ; 
whereby he ſignified that God the Fa- 
ther and God the Son had but one and 
the ſame Nature ,. though the Father 
15 not the S$9n, nor the Son the Father. 
The ſame, he ſays, he repreſented by 
other ſunilitudes of Homogeneous Pro- 
ductions; as a Root. and ts Branches, 
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the Fountain and Rivers, which are 
not the ſame with each other, but 
have the ſame Nature. Theſe are 
true Catholick Repreſentations of the 
Fomooufion, and this Dionyſrus thought 
a ſufficient Juſtification of his Faith, 
and Athanafius thought ſo too, ' with- 
out uſing that term ; eſpecially if we 
add what he diſcourſes more at 
large, de Sent. Dionyſii contra Arias 
7s. 


I ſhall only obſerve farther, That the Learned Dr. BuZ 

' takes this very way to prove that the Ante Nicene Fathers 
did own the Faith of the Zomooufion, or that the Son is 
conſubſtantial to the Father, though we ſeldom meet with 
the word it ſelf in their Writings ; becauſe they teach the 


Defen/. 


Fidei Nice« ' 


ſame things which the Nicene Fathers intended 'by that 
word : As 1. When they affirm the Son.of God is not only 


"e. p. 66, Of the Father, but that he proceeds from, and is begotten of 
the Father.” 2. That the Son is the True, - Genuine, Pro- 
per, Natural Son of God. ' 3. When they explain the Ge- 
neration of the Son, by the Root and its Branches, the Sun 
and its Rays, the Fountain and River, which are of the 
ſame. Nature, and therefore repreſent the Father and Son 
to be of the ſame Subſtance. 4. When they except the 
Son of God_out of the number of Creatures, and deny 


him to be a Creature. 


5. When they aſcribe ſuch things 


to the Son, as are proper and peculiar only to the True 
God. 6. When they affirm the Son of God not only to be 
God, but exprefly own him to be true God, God by Na- 
ture, and One God with the Father. 

This is the true Notion of the F7omooufion; and now let 
any man judge, Whether a Conſubſtantial Trinity be a Tri- 
nity of Perſonal Characters, Relations, or Names , or of 


Real, 


= O" 


SOCINLAN Controverſy. 


Real, Subſtantial, Subſiſting Perſons. If we will allow ci- 
ther the Nicene Fathers, or the Arian Biſhops to be well in 
their wits, can we think that there would have been any 
ſuch Diſputes between them, as whether the Son be Co» 
eternal with the Father, or had a Bzginning> whether 
there were any time, the leaſt conceivable moment be- 
fore the Son was? whether he was made # 8x Tay, crea- 
ted out of nothing, as all other Creatures are, or begot- 
ten of the Subſtance of the Father, and is the true, ge- 
nuine, natural Son of God, or a Son only by Adoption ? 
whether he be true perfe&t God, in oppoſition to the moſt 
perfect created Nature , or be only a made and Creature- 
God ? whether he be Conſubſtantial with the Father, or have 
only a Nature like the Fathers, but not the fame? and 
whether he be like his Father in all things, in Subſtance 
and Eſſence, or only in Will and Aﬀe&ion. I fay, Could 
any men in their wits diſpute ſuch matters as theſe, un- 
leſs both ſides were agreed, that the Son is a Real, Subſtan- 
tial Son, as human Sons are, who are begotten of the 
Subſtance of their Parents; that he has a Sabſiftence of 
his own, diſtin& from his Father's Subſiſtence ; that he has 
a Subſtance of his own, eternally begotten of his Father's 
Subſtance, and therefore the ſame, but proper and pecu- 
liar to his own Perſon, which makes him the Son, and not 
the Father. For till theſe things are agreed, there is no 
foundation for the other Diſputes ; for if the Son have no 
real Sabſiſtence of his own, who would diſpute whether 
he began to ſubſiſt in time, or did ſubſiſt from all Eternity ? 
If he have no Subſtance cf his own, is it not ludicrous to 
diſpute whether he be of the Father, that is, have his 
Subſtance of his Father's Subſtance, or be a new created 
Subſtance, as like his Father*s Subſtance as a created Sub- 
ſtance can be, but not the ſame? For if he have no di> 
ſtint Subſtance of his own, neither of theſe can be true. 
To what purpoſe is it to gn TOI he be a begotten 

or 
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or created God, if he be not as true and perfe& a Perſon, 
and as true and perfet God ( upon the Catholick Hy- 
potheſis) in his own Perſon, as the Father himſelf 
Is? | 

In ſhort, to conclude this Argument, If the FZomnoufron 
ſignifies, that the Son of God, who is Confubſtantial ro 
his Father, is no Creature, was not made out of Nothing, 
had no Beginning of Being, is of his Father's Subſtance, 
begotten of his Subſtance from all Eternity, a true and 
perfe& Son of a true and perfe& Father , and upon all ac- 
counts the very ſame that the Father is, excepting that he 
is the Son and not the Father, it is impoſſible the Nicene Fa- 
thers ſhould have been either Sabelians or Modaliſts. 


SECT. 


A more particular Inquiry into the full Signification 
of the Homoouſion, with reſpe& to the Specifik 
Unity of the Divine Nature. 


HAT the Nicene Fathers did by the Zomooufion, or 

One Subſtance of the Godhead , underſtand fome- 
thing like what we call a SpecifickSameneſs and Unity of Nye 
ture, might be proved by numerous Quotations, had it not 
been ſufficiently done already by Petavius, Curcelzus, Dr. 
Cuxdworth,-and others ; whoever will be pleaſed to read the 
Teſtimonies they produce in this Cauſe, will never be able 
to make any other tolerable Senſe of them. 

They apply this word Fmooufon to things, which are 
fpecifically One, or which have the fame Specifick Nature, 
as a Tree and its Branches,a Fountain and River, as they call 
God the Father the ja gi m4 T3 vis x91 73 ayun ua 
«@., the Root and onntain of 'the Son, and Holy _ 

tne 
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the Sun and its Rays and Splendor ; as Chriſt is called-4#. twm, 


emaiſz7ug, the brightneſs and refulgency of his Father's j7 
Glory. They prove that Chriſt has the ſame Nature with 
his Father, becauſe all true, natural, genuine Sons have ſo; 
and therefore if. he be as truly and properly the S2n of 
God, as [ſaac was the ſon of Abraham, he muſt be Con- 
ſubſtantial ro God the Pather, as Iſaac was to Abraham, 
which we know is a Specifick Unity of Nature. And the 
Council of Chalcedon expreſly affirms, That Chriſt is Con- 
ſubſtantial to his Father, as to his Godhead, or Divine Na- 
ture; and Conſubſtantial to us as to his Manhood, or Human 
Nature ; and if the Zomooufon ſignifies the ſame, or ſome- 
thing analogous in both, we know what this ſameneſs of 
Nature means; for it is impoſſible to reconcile this to one 
ſingular Nature and Unity. Chriſt is not Conſubſtancial 
to us upon account of the ſame ſingular human Nature in 
him, and in all Mankind 3 for every Man has a particular 
human Nature of his own, and ſo had Chriſt ; but the 
Nature is ſpecifically the ſame in Chriſt, and in us, that is, © 
it is a trudhuman Nature, and this makes Chriſt and us 
Conſubſtantial. And if there be any thing like this, though 
in a more perfet degree, in the Conlubſtantiality of Fa» 
ther and Son, it muſt ſignify not one ſingular Nature ; 
which cannot be ſaid to be Conſubſtantial to it ſelf, but the 
Conſubſtantiality of Two Perſons really and ſubſtantially 
diſtinct, but united in the ſame common Nature, or the 
ſame Divinity : And therefore nothing is more common, 
than to render the 5yggaoy by $ugyerts, Sugerdts, Sugputs, 
wnius generis, and by ſuch like words, as every one knows 
ſignify a Specifick Znity, That the juz rim, & pin 
80:1, the One Divinity, and One Divine Eſſence, is a com- 
mon Nature, the ſame in all Three Perſons communicated 
by the Father to the Son, and by Father and Son to the 
Holy Spirit, is ſo univerſally acknowledged, that it needs 
-NO proof ; the 75 19w2y & 491v3T1m; & Ng wr it PYorcs , fre» 
Z 2 quently 
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quently occur in the writings of the Nzcene Fathers, which 
ſignify the One Divinity to. be a common Nature to the 
Three Divine Perſons. This is the very account Sr. Baji/ 
gives of thedifference between giz & azz, Eſflence 
and Perſon 3 that Eſſence ſignifies a common Nature, which 


' is in more than One, and may be ſpoken of more than 


One, as a ſpecies is predicated of its Individuals. Man is 
a common Name for all Men, becauſe Humanity is a com- 
mon Nature, which is alike in Peter, and Johy, and James, 
and all the Mzn in the World: But Hypoſtaſis or Perſon, 
chough it ſignifies the Nature alſo, yer not in that general 
Notion, as common to all of the ſame kind, but as au. 
ally ſubſiſting in Particulars, which are diſtinguiſhed from 
each other by their diſtin Subſiſtence, or by ſuch other 
Properties and characteriſtical Marks as are peculiar to 
each of them, and not common to the whole kind, as the 
perſons of Peter, and James, and John, though they have 
the ſame common Nature, are yet diſtinguiſhed from each 
other. Now if the One Divine Nature be in this ſenſe a 
common Nature, that i is really and aQtually communica- 
ted by the Father to the Son, and Holy Spirit, and does. 
diſtinly ſubſiſt whole and entire, and perfeR, in all Three 
Divine Perſons, it:.cannot be One ſingular ſolitary Nature, 
which cannot ſubſiſt diſtinaly in Three ; for in perfe& ſin- 
gularity there can be no diſtinQtion :. nor can One ſingu- 
lar Nature be Three Subſiſtences, when there is but One 
which ſubſiſts. 

Athanaſius, or whoever was the Author of that Treatiſe 


of the common Eſſence of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, proves 


, and Power, afcribed diſtinaly to them all 3 a 
_account,, why, though the Father be God, and the Son 


that all Three Perſons have the ſame —_— Nature from 
the ſame Names, and Attributes, and Works, Dominion 
and gives this 


God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, yet we muſt not ſay that 
there are 'Fhree Gods, but One God: in Three O_- 2 
cauſe 
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becauſe a common Nature has a common 
Name, as he ſhews, that all Mankind 
in Scripture are called cne Man, upon 
account of their common Nature ; and 
if this be allowable among men, to unite 
all Mankind in one Name, and to ſpeak 
'of them as one Man, notwithſtanding 
all that diverſity which is between them 
in external form, ſtrength, will, affeQi- 
ons, opinions, &'e. how much more rea- 
ſonable is it to call the Three Divine 
Perſons One God, who are diſtinguiſhed 
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and ſeparated from the whole Creation by One undivided 
Dignity , Qne Kingdom , One Power, One Wilt and 


Energy. 

And that we may not ſuſpect that by 
One common Nature they meant One 
ſingular Subſtance and Nature, common 
to Father and Son ( which it is impoſſi- 
ble to form any Notion of ) St. Baf/ tells 
us what he meant by a' common Na- 
ture, fuch a Nature as has the fame No« 
tion and Definition, that is, which 1s 
common, as a Genus or Species 1s com- 
mon : As for example; If the Father, 
To} woneeau3e, as to his Supprſitum, or 
Subſtance, be Light, we muſt acknow- 
ledge 78 wworeris gnzy, the Eflence and 
Subſtance of the Son to-be Light alſo; 
and whatever other Notion we form of 
the Being and Eſſence of the Father, the 
fame we muſt apply to the Son.. And 

| herein he places the Unity of the God- 
head, or the One inn 7" 4 ; that though 
the Divine Perſons difter. in Number, 
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and in their peculiar CharaQers, yet that Divine Nature 
which ſubſiſts diſtinly in each of them, has but one and 
the ſame Notion and Definition, and therefore is but one 
and the ſame in all. If this be not a ſpecifick Sameneſs and 
Unity, all our Logicks deceive us: Pm ſure the Unity. of 
an Individuum or ſingular Nature was never thought to con- 
fiſt in = common Notion or Definition of its Nature ; and 
yet this 1s the account which the Fathers unanimouſly give 
of = One common Divinity of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt. | 

No man who underſtands any thing of this Controver- 
ſy, can be ignorant of that famous Diſpute de Ingenito & 
Genito, concerning the Z/nbegotten and the begotten Nature. 
By this Sophiſm the Arians endeavoured to prove, That 
the Son could not be Hemooufios, conſubſtantial, or of the 
ſame Nature with the Father, becauſe an Unbegotten Na- 
ture cannot be the ſame with a Begotten Nature. | 
Now had the Catholick Fathers believed the ſingularity 
of the Divine Nature in the modern Notion of it, this 
Objeion had been unanſwerable ; for it is abſolutely im- 
poſlible that the fame ſingular Nature ſhould be both be- 
m_ and unbegotten, as much as it is that the ſame 
1 


fingle Perſon ſhould be both oog—_ and unbegotten, I 


deſire to know, how any Sabellianift, who acknowledges 
but Oae ſingular ſolitary Subſtance of the Deity, would 


anſwer this Objetionz I know no poſllible way they have, 


but to deny that the Divine Nature of the Son is begot- 
ten ; that though the Son be begotten, his Divine Nature 
is not begotten, but only his Perſonality, or Mode of 
Subſiſtence, without a begotten _ſubſiſting Nature : And 
this, indeed, would effeually anſwer the ObjeQion; for 
if there be not a begotten and unbegotten Nature, the 
foundation of the Obj-Rion is loſt. And this is ſo obvious 


an Anſwer upon the Hypotheſis of Singularity, that it is 


ſufficient to ſatisfy any thinking man, that the Citholick 
Fathers 


_—_ 


—_— 
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Fathers did not believe this Singularity of the Divine Ef 
ſence, ſince none of them ever gave this Anſwer to the 
ObjeQion. 

But we need not gueſs at their meaning ;z for they them- 
ſelves expreſly rejet this Anſwer, which is the only proper 
and pertinent Anſwer upon this Hypotheſis ; and give ſuch 
other Anſwers as contradid the Notion of the Singularity 
of the Divine Eſſence. As ſtrange as ſome think ir, the 
Catholick Fathers, from the very beginning of Chriftiani- 
ty, owned the Divine Nature and Subſtance of the Son to 
be begotten ; nothing is more familiar in all their. Wri- 
tings, than goie yarmnry, Natura genita, Deus genitus, uni» , 
genitus Deus. St. Gregory Nyſſen agrees this matter with ,. 
Eunomius, that the Divine Nature of the Son is gia Joya, bet bn 
a Bzgotten Subſtance ; ſo does St. Baſil, ſo do the other ;94 wet 
Fathers. When Eunomius objected, That God being unbe- nn, 


gotten, cannot admit of Generation, St. Baf/ allows this <9waley 


to be true in one ſenſe, viz. That he who is unbegotten 37, 

cannot in his own proper Nature be begotten, becaule it is a» > 

impoſſible thatan unbegotten Nature Gould it ſelf be be- aohinfle 

gotten : But the other ſenſe of the words, That he who is ggoy. 

unbegotten himſelf can*c beget, fo as to communicate by a Batil - 

ſubſtantial Generation his own Nature to the Son, he re- adv. Ev. 

jz&s as Blaſphemy both againſt Father and Son 3 which is a now. T. 

plain demonſtration what St. Baffs Judgment was about * > 1+ 

an unbegotten and begotten Nature. ee 
Eunomius urged, That unbegotten, and begotten, are both 

Names of Nature, and therefore muſt ſignify two Na» 

tures as different from each other, as unbegotten and begor= 

tenare, Now to prove that begotten is not the Name of 

Nature and Subſtance, St. Bafi/ uſes this Argument, That 

if Jin and giz be the ſame, if egorren and ſub/taxce 

ſignify the ſame thing, then as he who is begorten is the 

begotten of him who begets, ſo we may in like manner 


ay, 
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ſay, that he who is begotten is the Sub« 
ſtance of him who begets, and then the 
Name begotten will not ſignify the Sub- 
ſtance of the only begotten Son , but 
the Subſtance of the God of all : thar 
as the Son is the begotten of God, ſo 
he is the Subſtince of God; and thus 
the begotten is the Subſtance of the un- 
begotten, which, he ſays, is ridiculous. 
And yet as ridiculous as St.Bafi/ thought 
this, thoſe muſt of neceſſity own it, who 
aſſert but One ſingular Subſtance of the 
Deity; for if there be but One Sub- 
ſtance in the ſenſe of Singularity, the 
Son ( if he have any Subſtance ) muſt 
be the Subſtance of the Father ; he who 
is begotten, muſt be the Subſtance of 
him who is unbegotten. Thus much I 
think is certain, That if St. Bafil was 
in his wits, he would never have uſed 
this Argument, had he believed that 
Father and Son are but One ſingular 
Subſtance; and yet elſewhere he ex- 
preſly tells us, That the Nzcene Fathers 
diſtinguiſhed the Hypoſtaſes of Father 
and Son, when they called the Son 
Light of Light ;, for the Light which 


begets, is not the Light which is begotten, though their 


Nature is the ſame, they bei 


Light and Light. 


Once more, to prevent it it be poſſible all manner 


of Evaſions, fince ſome Moderns diſti 


inguiſh berween 


the generation of the Son, and of his Sanbſtance , 


and will allow that the Son is 


begotten , but not his 


Subſtance. I obſerve that St. Baf/ rejets this diſtinion 


between 
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between the. Son and his Subſtance. Zanomius durſt not 
fay that the Son was #£ &x Gm, made or created out of 
nothing, this being ſo expreſly condemned by the Nicene 
Council, which the generality of Chriſtians received as 
the Rule of their Faith, and therefore he endeavoured to 
cheat them into it before they were 
aware, by a new form of ſpeech: He Ti wolar 1% vis puny 
ſays, That the —_—_ _ _ you wy nA __ pllryer E005, 
was begotten, having no Being before *” v fant unit 
its _ ſubſiſtence, and was be. & * #5. Ibid. p. 734 
gotten before all things by the Will of | 
God. This was very craftily expreſſed, to inſinuate that 
there was a time when the Subſtance of the Son did not 
exiſt ; for. it could not be before it was begotten, and had 
a proper ſubſiſtence of its own. St. Bafi! expoſes this S9- 
phiſtry at large, and ſhews, that by the ſame Argument 
they might prove, that there was a time when the Father's 
Subſtance-was not ;. for that could not be older than its 
own fabſiſtence : But if the Father be Eternal, though his 
Subſtance could not be before its ſubſiſtence, ſo may the 
Son be alſo, by an Eternal generation and ſubſiſtence. But 
that which I would take notice of is, that St. Bafi/ obſerves 
the vain Sophiſtry of this way of ſpeaking, that when he 
durſt not ſay that the Son was of nothing, or that there 
was a time when he was not, he inſi- 
nuates the ſame thing concerning the "51: 9 dv im) maxreo- 
Subſtance of the Son, as if the Son and 647wv* ok} # vohay Te wit mui 
the Subſtance | of the Son were two 2490) of rg _— Abguy 
things. . Now if the Son and the Sub 7 £7 © 1195 hid. 
ſtance of the Son be the ſame, then if - 
the Son is begotten, the Subſtance of the Son is begotten 3 
if the Son be not the Father, the Subſtance of the Son is 
not the Subſtance of the Father. And yet all the Philoſo- 
phy of the. ancient Fathers, not excepting St.. Auſtin him- 
ſelf, would not allow of any difference between the me 

A a on 
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ſon of the Father, and his B:ing, Eſſence; Subſtance, Sub- | 
fiſtence, Nature, nor between the Perſon of the Son, and | 
his Being, Subſiſtence, Nature, @c. and therefore the Son is | 
as diſtin& from the Father in Nature, Being, Life, Sub- 

ſtance, as in Perſon and Subſiſtence. 4 2 
But to proceed: There was'no diſpute between the Ca» 
tholicks and the Arians about the ſingularity of the Divine 
Subſtance, they both rejeted that as Sabellraniſm, and af 
ſerted Father and Sort to be asdiſtin& in Nature and Sub- 
ſtance, as they are in Perſon; and therefore this Objeion 
de ingenito & genito, concerning the unbegotten and the 
begotten Nature, was intended not to prove a numerical 
diſtinQtion, ( which it effeQtually does ) but a ſpecifick 
difference and diverſity of Nature' between Father and 
Son ; that the Son is no more confubſtantial to the Father, 
than to be unbegotten and to be begotten are the ſame. The 
whole Controverſy turned upon this one Point, Whether 
unbegotten and begotten, were Names of Nature 3 and con- 
ſequently, whether to be unbegotten, and to be begotten, 
made a ſpecifick difference of Natures. | This the Catho- 
lick Fathers unanimouſly denied ; and not to take notice of 
all they fay on-this Argument, there is one Anfwer which 
they all give, very obſervable to my preſent purpoſe, and 
that is this : That to be unbegotten or begotten, makes no 
tpecifick difference in created Natures, and therefore there 
is no reaſon to ſay that it makes any ſuch diverſity in the 
Divine Nature ; and they all give the Example of Adam, 
| Seth, and Eve, who all had the ſame 
"Hts ( dyjurncie) © onelry human Nature 3 and yet Adam was un- 
way agoegr , iN dtivue, begotten, as being immediately formed 
dns Umr Vadgfeur ca hy God, Seth was begotten, as being 
A "> =y <7 \": Adam's Son; Eve was not begotten, bur 
£39 Jorrns (uide 38 8-6 made of one of Adam's Ribs: But this 
"Afip) ov 5 "Ea « + & Makes:no diverſity of Nature, but only 
"Adin axes inmpdiicias, (3 diſtinguiſhes them by their manner of 
Exiſtence, 
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Exiſtence, or coming into Being, and 
there is no imaginable reaſon why the 
ſame ſpecifick Nature conſidered in its 
Individuals, may not have very diffe- 


rent Beginnings, without any alteration. 


of Nature, Nay,asDamaſcen obſerves,thus 
it is in all the ſeveral ſpecies of Crea- 
tures ; for the firſt in every kind is un- 
begotten : And though the Divine Na- 
ture in.all Three Divine Perſons is Eter- 
nal, without any Beginning 3. yet if to 
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be unbegotten, or to be begotten, make 

no diverſity of Nature in Creatures, there is no reaſon to 
ſay that it makes any ſuch difference in the Divine Na- 
ture. .'This is fo plain and expreſs, that I need add -no- 
thing to ſhew how this overthrows the Opinionof Singu- 
larity, and owns & Specifick Unity and Sameneſs of the 
Divine Nature : That though the. Father be unbegotten, 
and the Son begotten, yet they are Conſubſtantial, or of 
the ſame Nature; not with the Sameneſs of Singularity, 
which is impoſlible, but with ſuch a Sameneſs of Nature 
as is between two of the ſame kind and ſpecies, as the 
Example of Adam and Seth proves. And 1 need not prove, 
that a Specifick Sameneſ(s of Nature, ſuppoſes a real di- 
ſtiatioa of Perſons, who agree in this One ſame Na- 


ture, 
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SECT. V. 


That by the Homoouſion, or One Subſtance, the Nis 
cene Fathers did not meerly underſtand a Specifick, 
but a Natural Unity and Sameneſs of Subſtance be- 


tween Father and Son. 
UT yet after all this, the Catholick Fathers did not 
B allow the Divine Nature in a ſtrit and proper Notion 
to be a ſpecies, which is only a notional and logical Unity 
and Sameneſs of Nature; for the Divine Nature, which is 
perfe Eſſence, is not logically, but eflentially One,though 
it ſubſiſts diſtinaly in Three Perſons,and this was the Faith 
of the Catholick Fathers. On this one Point the whole 
Controverſy turns, concerning the Singularity of the Di- 
vine Nature, or the Plurality of Divine Natures multiplied 
with the Perſons, "and conſequently that = Controver- 
ſy of all, whether a Trinity of erne, real, ſubſtantial Per: 
fons, be eſſentially One, or Three Gods. | 
To repreſent this as plainly as poſſibly I can, we muſt \ 
conſider the difference between a Spe- 
- Xpd 3 67 evae, Im ingzy 2 cifick and a Natural Unity, between be- 
_—_— 4" ing One in Notion, and One in Nature. 
he m i S ns oy mY The firſt is, when from that agreement 
3 <vnaour Mains axdfue- WHICH We obſerve in the Natures of ſe- 
= S977) ecſuen 33 5 4 Veral Individuals, we form a Notion of: 
16 4% Ilaias x39 one common Nature which belongs to. 
2p); # 3 xowins 44 4 ov- them all; as the Notion of Humanity, 
vedgeies 2 79 ty, Aoſp we or Human Nature, which belongs to all 
_ mo _ = "9g men, and affords a common Name, and | 
14 4 worth. 3 ik ulay 2 common definition to them : But this 
ft Ts is only the work of the mind, for there 
| is no ſuch one common Human Nature | 
aQually 
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actually exiſting in all Mankind ; but | *£#? 4 # 4/4, 4 apuole, 


every man is a man by himſelf, and has 


x; meivmwy daixeme., %; dAnle 
rudd ©, T3 ava may. uni 3» 


a particular Human Nature, as he has a * , 
. . - To PY.1, dy w es); 
Soul and Body of his own, which is not \,*-» worn Wore 


the Soul and Body. of any other man'in ge, 1, x, c. 11. 
the world. And thus Damaſcen owns, | 
it is with all Creatures of the ſame kind, who in truth and 
reality are diſtint ſeparate Beings, who ſubſiſt apart by 
'themſelves, as Peter and Paul, and all other men do, and 
are united only in a common Notion, not in a common ſubs 
.Gſting Nature, which is one and the fame in all. 

But then he tells us, that it is quite otherwiſe in the Di- 
vine Nature, which is a common Nature, and yet but One ; 
not 6&7, but Teſugn ; not, meerly in our notion 
and conception, but in truth and. reality ; the ſame One 
Divine Nature, without the leaſt diverſity or ſeparation, 
aQually and diſtinly ſubliſting in Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, which being perfe&ly the ſame is but One, and re- 
ally and ſubſtantially ſubſiſting in Three is a common Na- 
ture, which is equally and. perfeQtly in them all. Thus 
Damaſcen has declared his Opinion fully againſt: the notio- 
nal and ſpecifick Unity of the Divine Nature, that the Di- 
vine Nature 15 One, only as Human Nature is- Qae, - be - 
cauſe. it has one common Name and Definition, which be- 
longs toall ofthe ſame kind ; whereas there is no one com- 
mon Human Nature in Subſiſtence, but only in Notion: 
But the ſame One Divine Nature actually fubſiſts in Three, 
and is the fame One pb be Three. And that this was 
the true Senſe of all the Catholick Fathers will appear, 
from conſidering ſome Notions which were common to 
them all. f | 

71. They all agree, That there is but putz 9:57, an 
&; ©«5;, but One Divinity, and One God ; and One God, 
becauſe but One Divinity ; and for this very reaſon no- 
thing is more familiar, with them, than to call the Holy 
Trinity 
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Trinity One God. Miz rf; & Ter mdz ton 
own, One Divinity in Three perfect Hypoſtaſes. Now will 
any man ſay, That the One Divinity, or One Divine Na- 
ture, and One God, is a meer Notion ? Is not the Unity of 
God the fundamental Article of Natural Religion 2 And 
if this One Divinity dots really, immutably, inſeparably 
ſubſiſt in Three Divine Perſons, as it muſt do, if theſe 
Three Divine Perſons with reſpect to this One Divinity, 
are naturally and inſeparably One God, Can this One com- 
mon ſubſiſting Divinity be a' meer Notion, which has no 
Hypoſtatical Subſiſtence, but only ſubſiſts in Thought ? 
Can the Specifick Notional Unity of Human Nature, 
make three men one man, as the One common Divine 
Nature makes Three Perſons 'One God > If the Unity. of 
the Divine Nature be bat a Notion, the Unity of God, the 
Unity of the Trinity, which is this One God, muſt be. a 
meer Notion alſo? And fo, in truth and reality, there is no 
more One God, than there is but one man. | 

I readily grant, That the Father may be, and often is, 
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Greg. Nytſcaus 


in a peculiar manner called God, and 
the One God, as diſtinguiſhed from the 
Perſon of the Son, and of the Holy Spi- 
rit ; but I deny, that he is called the 
Ohe God, as conſidered without them, 
or ſo much as in thought ſeparated from 
them : If we do not include the Son 
and the Holy Ghoſt in the Unity of the 
Godhead, we muſt deny their Godhead 
alſo; untefs we will fay, that there is 
One God, and beſides him two Divine 
Perſons, each of which is God, but not 
the One God : Which muſt introduce 
a ' Plurality of ſeparate Gods : For if 
they be not One, they are more than 
One; and if Qne Perſon be the One 


God 
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without rhe other. they caritiot be © Tres enirr Devr diie, gui divine 
God without the other, they ca be tatine ſeparat Trinitatis, roger 


One God. This ſhews, what neceſlity ,, 2.4; tre, batizare Gente, 
there is of owning = _— - ok co 6s Hts —_— Ali, Or Spiri= 
Bleſſed Trinity to be the One God, and * S-n#, anins offe Trinicatem po- 
One Divinity; naturally and eſſentially 9700s Abe. de File. 
One ; and then the neceſſary Conſe- 
uence is, That this One Divine Nature, which aQually 
and ſubſtantially ſabſiſts m Three diſtin& Divine Perſons, 
who for that reaſon are naturally and eſſentially One God, 
cannot be'a mere Common Specifick Nature, but One Come 
mon Subſiſting Nature. 
But what poſſible Senſe can we make of this 2 One Com- 
mon Subſſting Nature, which is really , aQtually, indiviſi- 
bly, Oe, and yet is Common, that is, does really and di- 
ſtin&tly ſabſiſt in more than' one. To be 8 xg9wls 4 & 
@eZyuglt, to be Common, and to be One, not in Notion, 
as a Species is common to all the Individuals, but in the 
truth and reality of Nature. ſounds very like a Contradi- 
@ion. When'we fay the Divine Nature is common to 
Three Perſons, and ſabfiſts diſtinaly in three, we deny it 
to be One fingular ſolitary Nature, which can fubfiſt but 
in one, and conſtitute but One Perſon, which was the Sa- 
belian Notion of the Divine Unity, which the Catholick 
Church condemned, as deſtroying a Real Trinity , as I 
have ſhewn ar large : But how then can this Common Na- 
ture, which is not ſingular, but ſubſiſts perfectly and. di- 
ſtintly in Three, be actually and eſſentially One; for a 
Natural Unity is a Numerical Unity, is one in number, 
which, one would think, ſhould fi on a ſingular Nature, 
for ſo it does in all Creatures : Ang when' we ſpeak of the 
Unity of the Divine Nature, it cannot be ore by compo- 
ſition, which the abſolute ſimplicity, of the Divine Nature 
cannot admit. This is the great difficulty,which we muſt nor 
expe@ perfely to underſtand, becauſe a Finite Mind can * 
never comprehend, that is, can never have an adequate 
notion 
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notion of what is infinite ; But I ſhall give. ſome account, 
what the Catholick Fathers have faid of this matter, which 
will ſatisfy us, that it is a natural, not a mere Specifick 
Unity, which they intended ; and will give us ſuch a no- 
tion of this Venerable Myſtery, as will deliver it from. all 
inconſiſtency, and contradiction. | wn 

2. I obſerve therefore, That the: Catholick: Fathers lay 
the ſoundation of this Sameneſs and Fomooufrotes of Nature 
in the Eternal Generation of the Son, of the Subſtance of 
the Father. *FZ golas in the Nicene Creed is oppoſed to 4 
&x OwIwy* That the Son is not of nothing, as all Creatures 
are, but receives his whole Subſtance of the Subſtance of 
his Father : St. Bafi! in expreſs words makes Generation 
eſſential to the notion of the Zomoou/ton : For ſuch Beings 
as upon account of likeneſs of-Nature may be call'd Brothers 
to each other, are not therefore Fomooufrous ; but when 
the Cauſe, and that which aRually ſubſiſts from, or out of 
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that Cauſe, have the ſame Nature, then 
they are Homooufrous to each other : And 
in oppoſition to that Perverſe and Here- 
tical Senſe, which ſome affixed to the 
word Homooxfion , that it ſignified two 
made of the fame Subſtance bythe divi- 
ſion and partition of it, as two Shillings 
cut out of the ſame picce of Silver; be-. 
ſides all other Blaſphemies, the ſame Fa- 
ther tells us, That this deſtroys the 
Faith both of Father and Son ; for in 
this Senſe, to be of one Subſtance, can 
make them no more than Brothers : 
And I need not obſerve, that all the Fa- 
thers prove the Son to be Conſubſtantial 
to the-Father, becauſe he was not made, 
nor created, but begotten of his Fathe1s 
Subſtance ; which does not refer merely 

to 
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to a ſpecifick Sameneſs of Nature, but a" 48 ©4; Riv dane, dag- 


to the ſubſtantial Communication of w# naYe iwin® 


the ſame Nature from Father to Son ; A*Þ- cont. Arfanos. 


which is therefore not in meer Notion P/3'+ 
and Idea, but ſubſtantially the ſame in 
both : for they would not allow that a 


. - - : Tj \ 
mere ſpecifick Sameneſs of Nature made A 
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Two Perſons Conſubſtantial, unleſs one oy, 4" 5 mane p38 7% vis 
of them received his Nature and Sub- »« ywimy is. Ibid. p. 320. 


ſtance from the other. 


And this ſeems no improbable account why the Nicene .. 


Fathers in their Anathema's, added «>a; to gnx : when 
they teach that the Son is 22 giz;, of the Subſtance of his 


Father, in oppoſition to his being eZ & %mzy, of nothing, | 


they muſt, by the Subſtance of the Father, mean thar 


Divine Nature and Subſtance which is the Perſon of the 
Father ; for there is no other Notion of begetting a Son 


of his Father's Subſtance: nor is any other ſenſe of the 


words dire&ly and immediately oppoſed to his being made } 


of nothing. But then fince Oufa does often fignity a ſpe- \ 


cifick Nature, which the Philoſophers call a ſecond Sub- 
ſtance, to prevent this miſtake, they added Hypoſtafis, 
which ſignifies a firſt Subſtance, or a ſubſiſting Nature 3 
and condemn thoſe who ſay the Son is #Z eres goizs, of 
another Nature, ſpecifically different from the Nature of 
the Father, as the Arians taught ; or that he was #2 e222; 
xm, of any other Subſtance than that which is the 
Subſtance of the Father, and conſequently not begotten 
of the Father : for both theſe are eſſential ro the Notion of 
the Homoouſjon, to have the ſame Nature for kind, or the 
true perfect Divine Nature, and to receive this Nature from 
the Father by a ſubſtantial Generation ; and the Council 
condemns thoſe who deny both or either of theſe. Imuſt 
add one thing more to make this Notion complete that 
as the Son is begotten of the Subſtance of the Father, » 
B b [- 


$] 
1 


186 


Anrady FAO & Jaw, us 7% 
m0)s &» mw vis undo &, 
479 7% vis &% T5) maret AeimwlOr. 
Gr. Nyſl. c Eun. or. «. p. 9. 

Quaſi alud fit Homoouſion 
quam quod dicit, ego de Patre exivi, 
ego © Pater unum ſumn ; 
Hi off autem nominis ratio, ut in 
Patre & Filio unitatem ſubſtantia 
credas, licet rem ipſam ( qua eft im- 
enarr abilis ) defouire non poſſes. Am- 
br. de Fide cont. Arian. c. 5. 

Cum autem ego Patrem & Filium 
ſtatus, unitatem generis aſſigns; & 
ſe illam m perſonis divide, diſcretio- 
nes tamen perſonarum rurſ14 eadem 
nomina in unitatem ſui natural legis 


: te edere conſignant, unde Of tantus ett 


Filius, quantius tyidebitur Pater, to- 
tus de toro, micger de integro, per- 
fel de perfefia conſummataque 
wirtute. Ibid. c. 7. 

Habet uttque in natura, habet in 
ſubſtantia, & habet non per gratiam 
temporalem, ſed per ſempiternam Di- 
winitatem ; habet non ex dono quaſi 
ſervw, ſed ex generationis proprie= 
tate, quaſi Filius coaternuy. Et ba- 
bet ficut Pater. Sicut enim Pater ha- 
bet vitam in ſemetipſo, ita & Filio 
dedit item habere in ſemetipſo. Sic 


| habet , inquit , ſic dedit. Didiciſti 


Supra quemadmodum dederit, ne pu- 
Fares ofſe gratia largitatem, ui ge- 
nerations arcanum eff, Ambr. de 
Fide. 1.5. c. 1. 
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he receives his whole Subſtance from 
the whole Subſtance of the Farther. This 
is the conſtant Doctrine of the Fathers, 
That the Son is Totus ex Toto, Whole of 
Whole; That the Divine Generation is 
not like Human Generations, by ccrpo- 
real Paſſions, by a diviſion of the Fa- 
ther's Subſtance, by a partial «flax or 
emanation; bur the Father, without 
any diviſion, diminution, or alteration 
of his own Subſtance , communicates 
his whole Divine Nature to the Son ; 
That the Son 1s perfetly and entirely 
all and the ſame that the Father ic. Thus 


'they expound thoſe ſayings of our Sa- 


viour, 47 that the Father hath, is mine, 
Al things are deliv:red unto me of my 
Father. As the Father hath life in him- 


ſelf, ſo hath he given to the Son alſo to 


have life in himſelf. Not to ſignify an 
external arbitrary Giſt and Donation, 
but the Eternal Communication of his 
whole Divine Nature to the Son ; that 
he is Life of L fe, Light of Light, God 
of God, Very God of Very God. For 
this Reaſon the Arians rejeted the 
Homooufion , becauſe they thought it 
abſolutely impoſſible that the tather 
ſhould beget a Son of his own Sub- 
ſtance, without a diviſion of his Sub- 
ſtance; that he ſhould communicate 
the whole D.vine Nature to his Son, and 
have the fame whole Divine Nature 


And the Fathers allow, that this is above Hu- 


man Comprehenſion, as the Divine Nature it felt is; bur 
think 
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think thofe men little conſider the true meaſure of Human 
Underſtanding, who will not believe that God has a Son, [4 
becauſe they cannot comprehend the ineſfable Myſtery of } 


the Eternal Generation. 


The Scripture aſſures us that God has a Son, that Eternal 
Word, which was 1n the Beginning, was with God, and 


was God. 

The very Notion of a Son, ſignifies 
that he has the ſame Nature with his 
Father, and receives his Being and Na- 
ture from his Father, is Subſtance of his 
Father's Subſtance ; for thus all other 
Sons receive their nature and ſubſtance 
from their Parents. 
© The abſolute ſimplicity of the Divine 
| Nature, which has no Corporeity, no 
_Compoſition, no Parts, and therefore 
can be divided into none, proves that 
the Divine Generation can have no» 
thing like to Human Generations, no 
nor God is like a man ; and there- 
fore muſt be as much above Human 
Comprehenſion, as the Divine Nature 


/is. We certainly know what it is not, 
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That it is not by 


any ſeparation or diviſion of Subſtance; for the Divine 
\ Nature is a pure, ſimple, indivifible Monade ; but how this 
Monade can communicate it ſelf, we cannot tell : But this 
we know, That if a Monade does generate, it muſt gene- 
rate a perſe& whole ; for when the whole is a ſimple, indi- 
Qviſible, uncompounded Monade, it muſt generate its whole, 


or nothing. 

Thus much 1s evident, That to com- 
municate a whole, perſe&t, undivided 
Nature and Subſtance, is the moſt per- 
{& Generation. He is the moſt per- 
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Verbi enim appellatio in Dei Filio 
de Sacramento Nativitatis eft, ſicut 
ſapientia & virtutis eff nomen, que 
cum in Dei Filium cum ſubſtantia 
vere Nativitatis extiterint, Deo tas 
men ut ſua propria, quamuis ex Deo 
in Deum ſini nata, non deſunt. —— 
Earum rerum unigenito Deo aptata 
cognomina ſunt, que cum eum ſub- 
fiftentem ex Nativitate conſumment, 
ramen Patri non deſint exinde mu- 
tabilts wirtute nature. Hilar. de 
Trin. 1. 7. 

Non enim ſicut frequenter diftum 
a nobis eft, diviſionis in Fil, ſed 
Natrvitatis Sacramentum 'pradica- 
mus ; nec ſeparatio fuit imperfetts 
ſed progenies perfeta, quia Nativi- 
tas nou habet detrimentum generan - 
di, cum profeFum teneat naſcendi. 


Ibid. 
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fe& Father, who communicates his 
whole Subſtance to his Son, withour 
diviſion or ſeparation ; who without 
ceaſing to be what he was himſelf, be- 
gets a Son wholly and perfeftly the 
fame with himſelf : For the more per- 
fectly One Father and Son are, the 
more perfect is the Generation ; and 
they cannot be more One, than to 
be One and the ſame Subſtance, com- 
municated whole and entire from Fa- 
ther to Son. There is nothing like this. 
in human Births; for the imperfection of | 
created Nature will not admit it; the | 
Father communicates the firſt Seeds and | 
Principles of Life with part of his Sub- 
ſtance, but the Child is nouriſhed, grows 
and encreafes to its juſt proportion by _ 
adventitious matter, Which never was 
the Subſtance of the Father, and there- 


fore Father and Son are not One Subſtance, though the 
Father communicates the ſame ſpecifick Nature with part: 
of his Subſtance to his Son. 

Now though we cannot conceive how a whole begets a 
whole, yet we muſt grant that this is the moſt perfect 
Generation ; for to generate, is to communicate Nature 


Quid eft enim Filius de e0 quod 
Pater eft ? ali idem. 

; Er hoc eft quod Grac: Homoou- 
fion appellant, cum uno aliud ipſum. 
Ambr. de Fide cont. Arianos. c. 
G, 7. 
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and Subſtance, to beget aaa fave, 
another ſelf, as the Ancients ſpeak of 
the Divine Generation ; and then the 
more perfeqly the Son is the Father's 
ſelf, the more perfed the Generation is; 
and therefore thus God muſt beget a 
Son, if he begets at all; for he muſt 
beget in the moſt perfeQt manner. And 
thus the Son mult be begotten, if he be 

begot- 
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begotten at all ; for if he be a Son, he muſt be of his Fa» 
ther's Subſtance, and that not a part, but the whole; for 
the Divine Subſtance mult be a perfect indiviſible Inſepara- 
ble Monade. | 

This Eternal Generation of the Son is a great and un- 
conceivable Myſtery, and has always been owned to be 
ſo by the Catholick Church ; we have no Notion or Idea of 
it, but no more have we of the Eternal Exiſtence of the 
_Divine Nature it ſelf, without any Cauſe or Bzginning, or 
of the Creation of all things out of nothing, or of the Na- 
tural Production and Propagation of Created Beings; our 
preſent Inquiry is not concerning the Myſtery of the Eter- 
nal Generation, but concerning the Unity of the Divine 
Nature in Father and Son, in what ſenſe they are 5440sn% 
of the ſame Subſtance, and that the Eternal Generation 
vives an account of : For if the Father communicate his 
whole Nature and Subſtance to the Son, without diviſion 
and ſeparation ( which is the Catholick Faith ) the Son 
mult of neceſlity have the ſame one Subſtance with the 
Father ; for a whole ſame of a whole ſame, cannot be ano- 
ther, and therefore muſt be the ſame One Subſtance, whole 
of whole. | 

Sr. Athanaſius reaſons very ſubtilly againſt the Arians 
upon this Point : They taught that the Son was #Z 8» rey, 
made of nothing, as other Creatures are. Then, ſays he, 
he muſt be the Son of God by participation 3 what 1s it 
then he partakes of ? Other Creatures are the Sons of God 
by the participation of the Holy Spirit; but the Holy Spi- 
rit is given by the Son, not the Son, as the Eternal Son of 
God, ſanctified by the Spirit ; for the Spirit receives all 
from Father and Son, not the Son from the Spirit. 

He muſt then partake of the Father : 
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eſſential to the Father, which is not the 
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Father's Nature and Eſſence, then he 
does not partake of the Father, byt of 
that Extra-eſſ-ntial Bzing, whatever it 
is ; and then he 1s not ſecond to the Fa- 
ther, that whereof he partakes being be- 
fore him ; nor is he the Son of the Fa- 
ther, bur of that Extra-eſſential Being 
or Nature, by the participation of 
which he obtains the Title and Chara- 
Cer of Soy, and God. But this is very 
abſurd, ſince the Father calls him his 
Beloved Son, and the Son calls God his 
own Father ; and therefore is not a Son 
by Extra-eſſential Participations, but 
Sox is the name of him who participates 
in the Nature and Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther. But then again, If that which is 
participated of the Father, be not the 
Nature and Eſknce of the Son, the fame 
Abſurdity returns, there being ſome 
middle Term between theſe two, 7o be 
of the Father, and the Nature of the Son, 
whatever that Nature be; which proves 
that the Nature of the Son is not of the 
Father , and therefore he is not the 


Son of the Father, for Nature makes a 
Son. 


All this being ſo abſurd, it is neceſſary to own, That 
the true genuine Son of God is all that He is, of the EC. 
ſence and Subſtance of the Father : For when God is thus 
wholly and perfe&My participated, it is the ſame thing as 
to ſay, that God begets; and to. beget, ſignifies, that he 


begets a Son. 


Ang 
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And therefore, though all things 
by the Grace of God partake of the 
Son, he will not allow us to ſay, That 
the Son partakes of any thing, which 
implies, that the Son is one thing, and 
that which he partakes of, is another ; 
But that which is tbe participation of the 
Father, that is the Son. 


Igor 
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This is the moſt Natural and Eſſential Unity that is\ 
poſſible to be conceived, That the whole Son is nothing, 
elſe, but the whole, entire, immediate participation of the. 
Father's Subſtance, and therefore mult be as perfetly One: 
with the Father, as the Father is One; for there is but one! 
and the ſame Subſtance, which is the Subſtince of the Fa- / 
ther, and by an Eternal and Ineffable Generation, the Sub-' 
ſtance alſo of the Son. "Though Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt are Three Real diſtin& Perſons, and each of them. 
have the whole entire Divine Nature in himſelf, yet there 
is but One Divine Nature, One Divinity 1n them all, and | 


therefore they are but One God. 


This is the Account St. #ilary gives, why we may fay ) 
God is One, and One, and One, but not Three Gods: Bes-'.  -— 
cauſe the Divine Nature is not multiplied with the Perſons. | * 


Thus ſpeaking of the Father and Son, 
he tells us, That the Son is One of One, 
and therefore they are both Oae : For 
between One and One, that is One of 
One ; there is no S.cond Nature of the 
Eternal Divinity. 

For as he adds elſewhere, The Nature 
of the Father is born in the Nativity of 
the Son, and for this Reaſon, the Father 
and Son are One God, becauſe the Son 
1s God of the Nature of God : But their 
being thus One, does not deſtroy the 


Unus ab unt=——ac fic uterque 
Der unus cum inter unum & unum. 
id eſt, ex uno unum Divinitatis 4ter» 
ne non eſt ſccunds naturs, Hil. 


de Trin. 1. 4. 


Nemo ambig at naturam Autoris in 
Filit natrvitate connaſci. 1d. 1. 5. 

Et per id wunus eft Deus, quia ex 
naturs Dei Deus ſit mmm Jum 
autem illud non ſubſiſtentem natu- 
ram perimat in Filio, ſed in Deo & 
Deo naturam Dei conſervet unius, 


ſub(Gſt- 
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ſubiiſting Nature of the Son, but in God, and God pre- 


ſerves the Nature of One God. 


Ferum Cr abjolutum & perfefFum 
Paet nofire Sacramentum <t, Deum 
ex Deo, © Deum in Deo confitert : 
2:08 corporalibus modis, ſed drums 
wirtutibus, nec nature in naturam 
transfuſiore, ſed myſterio & poteſt ate 
n4#'ure : wen enim per deſetionem, 
wel proten/ionem, wel dcrivationem, 
ex Des Deus eſt, ſed ex wirtute na- 
ture in candem naturam natiui nate 
ſubſitit.>Eandem autem naturam inde 
ita, non ut natus ſit ipſe qui genuit, 
( am quomodo erit ipſe, cum gent- 
tus fit ) ſed in his 19755 ſub/iſtat ille 
qu: genitus eſt, in quibus totus eſt 
ipſe, qui genuit : quia non ex alia 
genitns, neque aliud quam Deus eff, 
quia non eft aliunde quod genitus 


et. Hil. lbid. 


And therefore the true, 
abſolute, and perfe Profeſſion of our 
Faith is, To confeſs God of God, and 
God in God, not after the manner of 
Bodies, but by Divine Powers; not by 
transfuſion of Nature into Nature, but 
by the Myſtery: and Power of the Di- 
vine Nature : For God is of God , not 
by diſletion, protenſion, or derivation, 
but by the Power of the Divine Nature 
ſubſiſts by his Birth in the ſame Nature. 
Not ſo the ſame Nature, that he 
who is born, is he himſelf who begets ; 
( for how is that poſſible, ſince he is 
begotten) but he who is begotten ſubſiſts 
in the ſame whole entire Nature, which 
15 his whole entire Nature who begets. 


And this Perfe& Unity,Sameneſs, Identity of Nature,he 
reſolves into the Myſtery of the Divine Generation, 7rtute 
Nature, & Myſterio & poteſtate Nature, tor ſince he is not 
begotten of any other Subſtance or Nature, but of his Fa- 
ther's Subſtance, and that not after the manner of Bodies, 
by diſſection, protenſion, or derivation, but by the My- 
ſterious Power of the Divinity,which communicates it ſelf 
whole and perfect, there mult be the ſame One Divinity in 


Unius cujuſque intelligentiam con- 
ſulo, quid exiſtimet in eo quod diftum 
ſit, ex ipſo. Utrumne ex altero in» 
telligendum ſit, anne ex nullo, an ipſe 
alle cenſendus ſit. Ex altero non eſt, 
quia ex ipſo eſt ; id eft, ne aliunde 
preterquam ex Deo Deus ſit, Ex ni» 
hilo non eft, quia ex ipſo eſt; demon- 
ftratur enim natura unde nativitas 
eft. Ipſe non :ft, quia ubi ex ipſo 
eſt, nativitas Filii refertur ex Patre, 


Hilar. de Trin, 1. 6. 


both. And he appeals to every man's 
Underſtanding, what the natural Inter- 
pretation of theſe words are, That the 
Son is of the Father ; for can of the Fa- 
ther ſignify, that he is of any other than 
the Father, or that he is of nothing, or 
that he is the Father himſelf? He is not 
of another, becauſe he is of the Father ; 
for a S5n cannot be God, if he have 
any 
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any other Father but God, and therefore is God of God. 
He cannot be of nothing, becauſe he is of the Father; 


_ 


and whoever is begotten, muſt be begotten of the Nature 


of him who begets. He is not the Father himſelf, becauſe 
he is of the Father, and the Birth of the Son ſpeaks a ne- 


ceſfary relation to the Father. 

Now a Son,who is ſo of the ſubſtance 
of the Father, as to be nothing bur 
whar he is from the Father, and to be all 
that the Father is, whole of whole, 
muſt have the ſame One Nature, Sub- 
ſtance and Divinity with the Fathers 


for whole of whole muſt be the ſame. 
whole. And yet if he be fo of the 


Father, as not to be the Father, but 


the Son, he muſt be diſtin& in ſub- 


ſtance from the Father. Heis true and 
perfect God, but he receives his Divini- 
ry by his Birth ; he is God of God, not 
God who b , but God, who. is be- 


Neſcit enim in Deo portionem, ſc 
ſeit Deum totam ex Deo toto ; ſeit ex 
uno unum, non deſetum, ſed natum: 
ſeit natiroitatem Dei, nec arminutio- 
nem efſe gignentis, nec infirmitatern 
eſſe naſcentis, Ibid, 

Quod Deus eft, Deus totum o/{— 
Dew ut eft Deus, quid eft permanet, 
& permanens Deun genuic, Ibid. 


Dems qui ex Deonatus eft, non uti» 
gue natus ex nihile eft, neque de now 
extantibus natus eft, ſed nativitatis 
ſue viventem habuit naturam, nec 
idem Deus, qui erat, ſed Deus ex Dee 
qui erat ain; eft, Ibi 


gotten, not of nothing, bur of his Father's ſubſtance, who 


is unbegotten. 


And therefore though St. 77:/ary, and all the Catholick 
Fathers with him, Fw all Corporeal Paſſions in the Di- 


vine Generation, all 


rporeal Defetion, Diviſion, Eflux, 


or Emanation of the Divine Subſtance, which is incorporeal 
and indiviſible, yet they all aſſert a true and proper gene- 
ration of the Son, and an impaſſible production and prola- 


tion of him, whole of whole. And St. 


Hilary tells us, that for this reaſon the 

Arians, under a ſpecious Pretence of 

condemning Yalentinus his Emanations 

and ons, denied the prolation of the 

Son from the Father, only to deny his 

generation 3 whereas ſome kind - pro- 
C 


Sed quis ex Dev Deus, neque pt# 
nativitatem ſuam Deo ademit, quox 
Deus eſt, neque ipſe in nativoit ate non 
Deus eft, & quod Deus eft non cepit 
eſſe, ſed natus ex Deo Deus oft , & 
quod r.aſcitur, id ipſum ſecundum hu« 
mane nature ſenſum videtur eſſe pro- 
latum, & ita wt prolatio ipſa nativi- 


lation 
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tas efſe exiſtimetur 4 idcirco tentatum 
eft per Valemini hereſim prolationis 
nomen excludi, ne nativitats viritas 
permaneret, quia prolationis intelli» 
gentia opinione terrena 10n multun 
efſit & natura terrene natroitaty 


aliena. bid. 


which are very 
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lation is eſlential to the very.-Notion- of 
a Birth, which cannot be conceived 
without it ; and therefore we muſt not 
wholly reje& all Prolation and Produ- 
ion of the Son from the Father, but 
only reje&t all Corporeal Emanations , 


imperfet Images of Divine Myſteries, 


and-have nothing like the eternal generation of the Son, 
but only that the Son is truly begotten. of. his Father's 


Subſtance. 


This is that adorable and unſearchable Myſtery of the. 
Divine Generation : The Son 1s truly and properly begot- 
ten, receives his whole Being and Nature from his Father, 
.is ſubſtance of _ his Father's ſubſtance, whole of whole, and 
therefore one and the ſame ſubſtance with the Father : not 


Bon 


that ſubſtance, which is the Perſon of the Father, nor a new. 
-- or another ſeparate ſubſtance, as it is 1n human generations, 


\—* . but thenature and 


De qui Pater ſubſtantia, & ipſe 
ſubſtantia Filius , fpirituſque ſubſtan- 
ris, ſed ter iſa ſubſtantia. Marius 
ViRorinus Afﬀer. hym. 3. Bl. Patr. 
Vol. 4. p. 258. 

Filium [non ſamilem, ſed eundem 
diximus, quippe ex cadem ſubſtantia. 
Id, adv. Arium, 1. 1. p. 183, 


ſubſtance of the Father, born and re- 
peated in the Nativity of the Son, as St.. 
Hilary ſpeaks : The Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are but One Divinity, One 
Infinite, Eternal nature and ſubſtance ; 
but they are thrice this One ſubſtance, 
and as perfetly and diſtintly Three in: 
this One ſubſtance, as any other Three 
are Three ſubſtances. 


St. Auſtin was certainly in the right, when: he aſſerted, 
That the Divine Nature and Eſſence muſt not be conſi- 
dered either as 2 Genus or. Species, nor the Divine Perſons. 
as Individuals, and ſhews particularly the impropriety of 


Non itaque ſecundum genus Of 
ſpeciem ifta dicimus, ſed quaſi ſecun- 
dum communem eandemyue mats. 
riam, Avg. de Trin, 1. 7. 


each ; though he knows not under 
what Notion to conceive them, but in-. 
clines moſt to ſome common matter or 
ſubſtance, which is the ſame in all, as- 
carrying, the neareſt reſemblance and. 


analogy 
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analogy init : though this he does not very well like nei- 
ther, of which more. preſently. , Tt will be of great uſe 
briefly. to conſider this matter; for the difficulty conſiſts 
more: in want. of. words to expreſs this Unity and -Diſtin- 
ion by, than in the Notion it ſelf. 

The fingularity of the Divine Eſſence and Subſtance in 
the Sabelian Notion of One Subſtance, the Nicene Fa- 
thers univerſally rejeted, as irreconcilable with a real 
diſtintion of Perſons, which deſtroys the Faith of a Real_ 
Trinity. A mere ſpecifick Unity of Nature and Subſtance, 
which isa meer Logical Notion, falls ſhort of the Natural 
and-Eſſential Unity of the Godhead ; and yet we have no 
word to ſerve as a middle Term between the Unity of, 
ſingularity, and a'Specifick Unity of Nature. | For-thers is | 
no ſuch Unity as this in Created Nature, and'therefore no - 
name for it; and yet the Unity of the Divine Nature in a 
Trinity of Perſons, 4s neither of theſe, but bears ſome re- 
ſemblance and' Analogy to both. As to ſhew this briefly. 
The Unity of the Divine Nature is not a. meer Specifick 
Unity. A Species is only an Idea, or Pattern of Nature, 
according to'which particular Creatares are formed ;; and 
ſuch Creatures as are made according to the ſame Pattern, 
are ſpecifically the ſame ; and as far as we can obſerve this 
Correſpondence and Ideal Sameneſs of Nature, fo we rank 
them under the ſame Species.'So that there can be no Species 
but among created Beings; for they muſt be all made, and 
made according to the ſame Original Pattern. But ar/Eter- 
nal and Neceſlary Nature was not made, and therefore not 
made according to any Pattern, nor can any other be made 
according to-its Pattern ; for what is made cannot be Ne- 
ceſſary and Eternal. So that the Divine Nature can be but 
One, and One Numerical Nature is no Species ; it. can 
communicate its own Subſtance by an Eternal Generation 
and Proceſſion, but it can't be a Pattern and Idea for any 
other Beings of the ſame kind, which are not its own Sub- 
ſtance. Cce2 For 
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Nee ſit ergo Trinitatem dicimus 
tres perſonas wel ſubſtantias, unanm 
eſſentiam Of unum Deum, tanquem 
ex una materia tris quadam ſub- 
fiftant, quanqam quicquid ilud «ft, 
in his tribus explicatum fit ; non enim 
aliquid aliud ejus efſentia et pre- 
ter iſtam Trimtatem; tamen tre: 
perſonas ejuſdem efſentia, wel tres 
perſonas unam effentiam dicimus, 
ire; perſonas ex eadem efſcntia non 
d:1cimus' —— Ciim dituntwr tres ho- 
mines una naters, - vel tres homanes 
ejuſdem nature, poſſunt etiam aici 
res homines ex eadem naturd, quis 
ex cadem naturd Of alii tres: homi- 
nes poſſunt exiftere., In illa vero 
«[entia Trinitatis , nullo modo alia 
qualibet perſona ex eadem efſentia 
pYreft exifiers, Aug.de Trin- L 7. 
C. 6. 
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For this reaſon St. Auſtin rejes this: 
ſpecifick- Unity ; he diſtinguiſhes be- 
tween ſaying, That the Divine' Perſons 
are na Eſſentia, & Vnius Eſſentiz, One 
Eſſence or Subſtance; and that they are 
ex Una Eſſentia, of One Eſſence. The 
firſt may ſignify a natural Unity, and 
muſt do ſo when applied to the Trinity. 
The ſecond ſignifies only a common ſpe- 
cifick Nature and Unity. When we ſpeak 
of men we may uſe either expreſſion, 
that they are One Eſſence, or that they 
are of One Eſſence, becauſe in both Ca- 
ſes, when applied to Creatures, One F/- 
ſence ſ1gnifies ſpecifically as a common 
pattern of Nature, according to which 


not only Three, but many Threes may be made: But the 
whole Divine Eſſence is in the Trinity, and cannot- ſubſiſt 
in any other Perſon, and therefore is not a common ſpecifick 
Nature. / ES 

But then there is fomething in the Divine Nature,as ſub- 
ſtantially communicated to the Son, 'arid to the Holy Spirir, 
which bears ſome analogy to a Species, and toa Specifick 
Unity ; and for this reaſon the Catholick Fathers in their 
Difputes both with the SabeZiavs and Arians, frequently 
expreſs the Unity of the Nature, as ſubſiſting in Three Di- 

ſtin& Perſons, by a Specifick Unity. | 
The Notion and [dea of a Common Nature, which ſub- 
fiſts in many Individuals, is called a Species ; the fame com- 
| mon notion and definition belonging to all the Individuals 
i of the ſame kind : Now if we believe the Dofrine of a Real 
| Trinity, we muſt acknowledge, That the ſame One Divine 
Nature, which is originally in the Father, is communica- 
ted to the Son and Holy Spirit, and does ſubſiſt diſtinQly 
and ſubſtantially in all Three ; and therefore has this re- 
ſemblance- 
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ſemblance to a Species, that it-is a common Nature, which 
has the ſame Notion and Definition, and is the fame in 
Three, but not meerly by a Notional Identity and Same- 
neſs, but by the Real Identity+.of Subſtance; there being 
but One Divine Subſtance, unmade, uncreated, unbegot- 
ten, but communicated whole and entire to the Son by an 
eternal generation, and to the Holy Spirit by an eternal Pro- 
ceſfion : ſo that the Divine Nature is ſo far a Spectes, as by 
its aftual communication to the Son and Holy Spirit, and 
its diſtin ſubſiſtence in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, it is 
in truth and reality a common Nature and Subſtance, which 
a Opectes is only in Notion and Idea. The Notion and De- 
finition of human Nature in Peter, Fames, and Fohy, is the 
very ſame, and therefore there is a ſpecifick Sameneſs and 
Unity of Nature between them. e Divine Nature in 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is the ſame, not merely in 
Notion and Idea, but Subſtantially the ſame; and there- 
fore all the names of a Specifick Sameneſs and Unity, do 
in a more perfet and excellent manner _erony to the 
Sameneſs and Unity of the Divine Nature, as Subſiſting 
PerfeQly, Indiviſibly, and yet Diſtinly, in Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt: And when we ſpeak of the Samenefs of 
the Divine Nature, as ſubſiſting diſtinly in Three Divine 
Perſons,we have no other wen to expreſs it by, but ſuch as 
ſignify a Specifick Unity ; and we muft uſe ſuch words as 

we have, and qualifie their ſenſe as'well as we can. | 
As for inſtance : Thoſe words, whereby we ſignify a 
common ſpecifick Nature, which is One and the Same in 
all the Individuals of the ſame Species, are the beſt we 
have to expreſs the Unity of the Divine Nature, as common 
to Three Perſons, and thus the -Catholick Pathers uſe them 
without ſcruple, and ſpeak of: the Unity of the Divine Na- 
ture, and of its being common to all the Three Divine Per- 
ſons, in the ſame Words and Phraſes, as they uſe con- 
cening.a common ſpecifick Nature : Which leads ſome 
into- 
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into a great miſtake, as if they meant no more by it but a 
ſpecifick Sameneſs, and Unity of the Divine Nature ; that 
Father, Son, and Holy. Ghoſt have one Subſtance no 
otherwiſe, than as Peter, James, 'and John, have:one and 
the ſame Humane Nature : For the Divine Nature is not 
One merely &» &mvis, but & aexyusl:, not in mere 
Notion and Idea, but actually , indiviſibly , infeparably, 
One; nor is it a common Nature, merely as it has a com- 
mon Name and Definition, but by an aCtual Inexiſtence in 
Three. | 

For the ſame reaſon it is very difficult what Three to call 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ſo as to avoid the Hereſies 
of both Extreams; for there is no Example of ſuch Three 
in Nature : They are certainly Three, for the Father is not 
the Son, nor the Holy Ghoſt, nor the Son-the Father, or 
the Holy Ghoſt, and each of the Three is perfe& God, and 
therefore an Infinite Mind, an Infinite Spirit, and the moſt 
Perfe& Eſſence and Subſtance : And that Subſtance which 
1s-the Perſon of the Son, is not that Subſtance which is the 
Perſon of the Father, no more than the Perſon of the Son is 
the, Perſon-of the Father, or anunbegotten is a begotten 
Nature and Subſtance ; and therefore in oppoſition to Sa- 
bellius, they aſſerted Three Subſtantial Perſons, Tet ev 
za, Three Hypoſtaſes, or Perſonal Subſtances, as Hy- 
poſtafis ſignifies ; tria in ſubſtantia, tres ſubſtantias, tres res, 
Teia rexy mans and yet at the ſame time did aſſert, That 
there is but One Divine Nature and Subſtance, which indi- 
v_ and inſeparably , though diſtinaly , ſubſiſts in all 
Three. 

For the underſtanding of which we muſt obſerve, That 
as the Divine Nature, which is common to Three, is not a 
mere Species, but is really and actually One and the ſame 
f in all; ſo theſe Three Divine Perſons, which have one and 
i the ſame common Nature, are not in a ſtri&t and proper no- 
| tion Individuals of the ſamecommon Nature : Though we 


bave 
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duals, as Perſons, Hypoſtaſes, Subſiſtences, &c. and there 
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tave no Names for theſe Three, but ſuch as ſignify thee 
c 


being-no Created Perſon, Hypoſtaſis, or Subſiſtence, bu | 


what is an Individual. 

To ſhew you the difference, with reſpec to the notion 
of an Individual, between the Three Divine Perſons, and 
three individual Humane Perſons, I obſerve, That every 
Humane Perſon is ſuch an Individual as has a particular 
Humane Nature of his own, which is not the particular 
Nature of any other Perſon ; the notion and definition of 
Humane Nature is the ſame in all men ;-but the ſame Nume- 


rical Hamane Nature does not ſubſiſt in all, but every par-- 


ticular individual man has one particular individual Hus«- 


mane Nature appropriated to himſelf, that is, which is his 


particular Perſon ; and as many particular Perſons as there: 
are, ſo-many particular Humane Natures, and particular- 
men there are. 

But now the Divine Perſons are not Three ſuch Indivi-- 
duals as theſe ; becauſe they have not three individual Di- 
vine Natures, but the ſame One Divine Nature common 
to them all, originally in the Father, and communicated: 
whole and entire to the Son by an Eternal Generation, and 
om Father and Son to the Holy Spirit by an Eternal-Pro-- 
ceſſion, - 

How impoſlible ſoever-it is, for our finite Underſtand»: 
ings, tocomprehend theſe Myſteries of the eternal-Gene- 
ration and Proceſſion, it is not ſo hard to conceive the dif-: 
ference between Three Perſons who have One individual 
Nature common to them all, but ſubſiſting fo diſtinly in : 
each of them, as to make them Three diſtin Perſons ; 
and Three Perſons -who have Three-Individual Natures of 
the ſame Kind and Species. 

As for Inſtance ; Three Human Perſons,. which have 
Three individual Human Natures, are by the confeſſion of 


all Mankind Three-Men : But could we conceive One in» - 
dividual : 
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dividual Human Nature, which originally conſtitutes but 
One Perſon, to Communicate it ſelf Whole and Entire, 
without Diviſion or Separation to Two other Perſons, we 
muſt acknowledge Three Human Perſons, each of which 
Perſons is diſtinly and by himſelf, True and Perfe&t Man, 
but not Three Men; for Man is a name of Nature, and if 
Perſons can be multiplied without multiplying the Nature, 
( as we at preſent ſuppoſe ) there muſt be Three Human 
Perſons in One individual Human Nature, that is, Three 
Perſons and One Man; but not Three Men, no more 
than Three Human Natures. 

Thus it is with reſpe@ to the Divine Nature : Were there 
Three individual Divine Natures Self-orjginated and Inde- 
pendent on each other, though perfetly the ſame in their 
Notion and Definition; Three ſuch Perfons would be as 
Perfetly Three Gods, as Three Human Perſons, that 
have Three individual Human Natures, are Three Men. 


| But whereas the Scripture teaches, and the Catholick 


Church has always believed, there is but. One: Infinite, 
Self-originated,' Divine Nature, Originally 'in the Father, 
and by Communication in the Son, -and Holy Spirit; 
theſe Three Divine Perſons are each of them True and 
Perfe&t God, but not Three Gods ; becauſe they have not 
Three Individual Divine Natures, but One Divine Nature 
ſubliſting diſtinaly, -but Whole and PerfeE in them all. 
This, I think, may give us ſome Notion of One Nume- 
rical Common Nature, which is no Species, and of Per- 
- ſons, which are no Individuals. Sr. 
genus off efſentis, ſpecies Auſtin ſhews particularly, how impro- 


ju of ery ageſens, of wa Per it is tocall the One Divine Eſſence a 


oportere appellare tres Genus , and the Three Divine Perſons 


} hems ar fob- Species 3 or tocall the Divine Eſſence a 
res equi, Loy web profe,,on rris, Species, and the Divine Perſons Indivi- 
cum ſit ſpecies equus, animal genus ; Quals ; for in both theſe caſes we muſt 


"x enim ſpecies ibi plaraliter 49 1 v{tiply the name of Efſence with the 


Species 
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Species and Individuals , as we not on- 
ly fay three Horſes, but three Animals; 
and as Abraham, Iſaac and Facob, are 
three Individuals,ſo they are three Men ; 
in conſequence of which, we muſt not 
only fay Three Divine Perſons, but 
"Three Divine Effences, not One Eſſence. 
But beſides this, One Eſſence can't be a 
Genus, becauſe what is bur Ore can have 
no Species: nor can it for the ſame rea- 
ſon be a Species, becauſe what is One 
can't be ſubdivided into Individuals, as 
though Mar, conſidered as a Spectes, is 
divided into Abraham, Iſaac, and Facos, 
yer One Man can't be ſubdivided into 
. Three Men; for One Man is One ſingle 
/Man. Why then do we fay, One Eſſence, 
"and Three Subſtances or Perſons ; (which 
are St. Auſtin's words, who always ren- 
ders the Greek Hypoltaſes by Sub/tan- 
ces, and makes Subſtances and Perſons 
equivalent ) for if Eſſence be a Species, 
as Mar is, there can be but Oae Eſſence 
in the Senſe and Notion of One Man: 
which, by the way, he objects as a great 
Abſurdity, for it- is the Sabe/zan He- 
reſy. 

Thus far St. Auſtin was certainly in 
the right 3 but here I think, with all 
ſubmitſion, this great Man miſſed the 
true Notion which he had ſo happily 
ſtarted. . One Eſſence can't be a Species, 
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eff, & genus fongulariter, tanquam 
diceretur tres equi unun animal, ſed © 
fieut tres equi ſpeciali nomine , ita 
tris animalia generali nomine, Quod 
| dicunt ſubſtantia wel perſona nom:- 
ne non ſpeciem ſignificari, ſed aliquid 
ſogulare atque indrviduum, ut ſub- 
ftantia & perſons non ita dicatur, 
fieut dicitur homo, quod commune eff 
omnibus hominibus, ſed quanedo dict 
tur hic homo, wvelut Abraham, velut 
Iſaac, welut Jacob, wel {i quis aliug 
qui etiam digits praſens demonſtrar: 
poſfit ; ſic queque illes eadem ratio 
conſequetur ; ſicut enim dicuntur A- 
braham, Iſaac, & Jacob, tria ind: + 
vidua, ita tres homines, & tres ani» 
ma ; cur ergo & Pater & Filius & 
2 Sanftus, fi ſecundum genus 
eciem & individuum etiam ita 
d:ſerimus , non ita dicuntur tres ef» 
ſentie, vel tres ſubſtantia Cf perſe» 
ne. Sed hac, ut dixi, omitto, [i ef+ 
ſentia genu eft , una efſentia jam 
non habet ſpecies. Non ſunt ergo 
tres ſpecies units efſentie _—_— 
filius ſpiruns ſantius. Si autem 
ſpecies eft efſemtia, ſicut ſpecies eft he» 
mo, tres vers ille ques appellamus 
Subſtantias frye perſonas, [ic eandem 
ſpeciem commaniter habent , quem 
admodum Abraham, Iſaac, & Facob, 
ſprciem que homo dicitur communiter 
habent, non autem ſicut homo ſubdi- 
wviditur in Abraham, Iſaac, & 7 acob, 
its unus home &f in aliquos ſirgrilos 
homines ſubdiviai poteſt, omn:no enim: 
nou potefF, quia unus homo jan: /ingue 
lus homo eft : cur ergo una efſcntia 
in tres ſubſtantias vel perſonas ſubd 
vidiutr; Nam {i eſſentia ſpecies eff, 
fieut homo, ſic eſt una ſentia ſicut 
wnus homo, Avg deTr.l. 7.c.6 


becauſe what is bur One, can have no proper Individuals 

under it, as One Man can't be ſubdivided into Three Men : 

But then he might have applied nd?ividual to. Efſence, 
D 9d 


which 
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- which One Eſſence naturally led to; and have found Three 


Perſons in One Individual Eſſence, which would not indeed 
be Three Individuals of One Species, but Three Singulars 
of One Individual Nature. And though One Man, who is 
but One Individual of Human Nature, can't be ſubdivided 
into Three proper Individuals, yet to conceive One Indivi- 
dual Human Nature to be communicated whole and en- 
tire, without diviſion or ſcparation to Two others, is the 
trueſt Image of Three diſtin Perſons in One Individual 
Eſſence, and the only poſſible Explication of torus ex foto, 
whole of whole, which is the true Catholick Faith. Such 
an One Eſſence 1s no Species, but yet is a common Nature ; 
and ſuch Perſons are not what we call Individuals, as not 
having each of them a particular individual Nature to 
himſelt, bur yet they have a particular ſingular Subſiſt- 
ence as other Individuals have, and are each of them by 
himſelf as true and perfe&t God, though all but One God, 
as every individual Man is tru= and peife&t Man. 

It ſeems plain to me, that this is the very Notion St. 
Auſtin intended, in what he immediately adds, the commu- 
nis eademgque materia, that One common Matter which he 
prefers before either a generical or ſpecifick Unity. That 
the ſame One Divine Eſſence is common to Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt 3 not as if Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
had their Subſiſtence out of the ſame common Efkence, as 
three golden Statues are made of the fame Gold ; this per- 
verſe Expoſition of the FHomooufron was rejeCted with abhor- 
rence by the Catholick Fathers, as I ſhewed before ; and 
St. Auſtin expreſly rejes it here, and therefore though 
theſe Three Perſons are One Eſſence, ana efſentia & unius 
eſſentie, he will not allow us to fay, that they are ex ana 
eſſentia, out of One Eſſence, as golden Statues are of, or 
cut out of the ſame Gold ; nay, nor as Three Men are of the 
{ame Nature, that is, which is ſpecifically , not identical- 
iy the ſame, as I obſerved a little above. Now —_— 
theſe 
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theſe two Notions of One common Eſſence, and there re- 
mains only a third, which is that very Notion I now inſift 
on, One and the ſame Eſſence common to Three, by a per- 
fe communication of the ſame One whole undivided 
Eſſence, 

And this anſwers exaQly to that Notion of St. Auſtin, 
which he could find no Image of in Nature ; that the Efſ- 
ſence of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is 
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not more or greater all together, than 
the Father alone, or the Son alone : but 
theſe Three Subſtances or Perſons, if 
they may be ſo called, all together are 


Non enim major efſentia «ft patey 
& filius & rently, nam war 
quam ſolus pater aut ſolus filius ; ſed 
tres ſimul ille ſubſtantia ſive perſo- 
ne, þ ita dicende ſunt, aquales ſunt 
ſmgults, quod animalu homo non per- 


equal to each ſingle Perſon, which a 7;;:. bid. 

carnal Man cannot apprehend. But now | 
if we believe a whole of a whole, we muſt confeſs that 
it is impoſſible it ſhould be otherwiſe ; for if the Son have 
the ſame whole Eſſence with the Father, if the Father be 
the whole Divine Eſſence, if the Son be the ſame whole 
Divine Eſſence, and ſo the Holy Ghoſt; the ſame whole, 
though ſubſiſting diſtintly.in Three, can never be greater 
nor leſs than it ſelf: Three Perſons are more in number 
than One, but One and the ſame whole undivided Eſſence 
can be but one whole. 

This is the true Notion (and there can be no other Ca- 
tholick Senſe made of ir ) of what the Fathers ſo univer- 
fally teach, That there is in the Trinity na Subſtantia, but 
not «us ſubfiſtens, One Subſtance, but not one only who 
ſubſiſts ; when yet at the ſame time they as univerſally ac- 
knowledge, That the Father is Subſtance, the Son Sub- 
ſtance, the Holy Ghoſt Subſtance z and neither of them 
each other : That the Perſon of the Father is the Eflence 
and Subſtance of the Father, the Perſon of the Son the 
Subſtance of the Son; that the Perſon is not one thing, 
and the Eſſence and Subſtance another, as St. Au/tin upon 
all occaſions teaches : Now my _ ſhould be but = 
2 u 
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Subſtance, and Three ſubſtantial Subſiſting Perſons, can 
never be reconciled any other way, than by the perfeR 
Communication of the ſame whole undivided Eſſence and 
Snbſtance of the Father to the Son and Holy Spirit. 

For the ſame rcaſon they tells us, That the Father is 
Wiſdom , the Son Wiſdom of Wiſdom, and yer but One 
Wiſdom ; the Pather is Spirit, the Son Spirit, and the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt Spirit, and yet not Three Spirits, but One Spirit ; 
and the Father is God, the Son God, the Holy Ghoſt God, 
vet there are not Three Gods, bur One God : For &; ©e% is 
wis giz, One God cis the One Divine Eſſence ; and One 
Divine Eſſence,though diſlinly ſubſiſting in Three, is but 
One God, though every Divine Perſon having the whole 
Divine Eſſence in himſelf, is True and Perfet God. Three 
Divine Natures, though ſpecifically the fame, and perfe@- 
ly alike, would unavoidably be Three Gods, as three par- 
ticular Humane Natures are three men ; but recovrexl@, 
zbvras, a thrice ſubſiſting Monade, as Dyonifius the Areopa- 
gite, calls the Divine Eſſence, is but One in Three, and 
therefore but One God in Three, becauſe but one Divine 
Eſſence. 

In this Senſe we are ſo often told, That in the Trinity 
there is alius & alius, another and another, that is, diſtin 
Subſiſting Perſons, who are not each other, but not aliud 
in the Neuter Gender ; not another Eſſence or Nature, not 
only not ſpecifically another, as the Arzans aſſerted, but 
not another Nature, though of the fame Species, but the 
ſame One Individual Nature communicated whole and un- 
divided to more than One. 

Upon the ſame account, the Father is acknowledged by 
all Catholick Writers to be the One only God, and they an- 
ſwer the Objetion of 7ritheiſm, by this very Principle, 
Thar they own but One Eternal, Self-originated, Unbe. 
gotten Father, and therefore but One God ; They grant, 
That Three Fathers would be Three Gods ; but when there 


is 
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is but One Eternal Father, though he have an Eternal Son, 
and an Eternal Spirit, there can be but One God. 

Now what is the meaning of this > Is ir becauſe none 
is, or can be God, True and Perfe& God, but he, who is 
God of himſelf, Selt-originated and Unbegotten ? This would 
deſtroy the Perfe&t Godhead of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit, and anſwer the ObjeRion of Tritheiſm by denying 
the Trinity, And it is certain this could not be their mean- 
ing, becauſe they owned the Sameneſs and Equality of Na- 
ture, of Majeſty and Glory, of Wiſdom and Power in Fa- 
ther, Son and H»ly Ghoſt, only allowed the Prerogative 
of the Father cy Tral ew friugl, in the 
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name and relation of Father: And when Texends oft hec reguls, qui non 


minor eft filius, ſed de patre efſe ints- 


Nature betwcen Father and Son, by :&, ſed nativitas cjus oftentitur. 


this Argument, That the Father is un- Aug. de Trin. 1.2, c. 
begotten, and the Son begotten, they 
denied that this inferred the leaſt difference or incquality of 


Nature. 


Now if the Divine Eſfence be God, and there be a per-' 


fe&t equality of Nature between Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, though the Father be unbegotten, the Son begor- 
ten, and the Holy Ghoſt proceeds trom both ; I deſire to 
know, Why Three Perſons, each of which is True and Per- 
fet God, though one be unbegotten, another begotten, 
and & third proceeds, be not as much Three Gods, 2s 
Three that are unbegotten; are Three Gods. 

The natural Notion of God is an Eternal, Unmade, Un- 
created Eſſence, which gives being to all Creatures; but 


neither Begotten, nor Unbegotten, belongs to the natural 


Notion of God, but is matter of pure Revelation ; and 
therefore Three that are Eternal, as to the natural Notion 


of God, are as much Three Gods, as Three that are Un=- 


begotten. 
The 


| 
| 
' 
i 
# 
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The true Account of it then is this, That One Father, 
who 15 unbegotten himſelf, but begets a Son, is but One 
eternal Divine Eſſence, which he eternally communicates 
whole and undivided to the Son, and therefore is but One 
Divine Eſſence ſtill, and therefore but One God : whereas 
Three Unbegottens , who do not communicate in each 
other, and neither give to, nor receive from any other, 
muſt be Three abſolute independent Divine Eſſences, and 
therefore Three Gods. And therefore they do not call 
the Father the One God, merely becauſe he is 2H»mr&, 
unbcegotten, but as he is my VIe7rmr@, the Fountain of 

the Deity, who communicates his own 


'Ovy, in wr& yori] 2 whole Divine Nature and Eſſence to the 


ur & mſn 207], Na Tem 
droves dumv #1) fubvoy Ordy, 
dv” ws dgovov Us, x; drupme! 
Coil aAbſs, % onglag dan 
vis. Ath. contr. Gregal. Sa- 
bell. Vol. 1. p- 651- 


Son and Holy Spirit : For this reaſon 
Athanaſius condemns Sabelius, ior fay= 
ing that there 1s but One only God in 
the Jewiſh Notion of One God ; not 
meaning thereby, that there is but One 


only whois unbegotten, and who only 
is the Fountain of the Deity ; but that there is but One 
God, as having no Son, nor living Word or true Wif- 
dom. 

It were eaſy to enlarge here, and to improve this Obſer- 
vation for the Explication of ſeveral difficult Paſſages in 
the Fathers ; but this may ſatisfy us, that the Catholick 
Fathers by One Subſtance did not mean a meer ſpecifick, 
but a natural and eſſential Unity. 


SECT. 
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SEC T.: YL. 


A more particular Inquiry what the Catholick Fathers 
meant by the Terr; go, the Samenefſs and Hen» 
tity of Subſtance in the Holy Trinity. 


Ht I have diſcourſed in the laſt Sefon concern- 
ing the Homoouſton, and One Subſtance of the God-» 
head, will receive a new Light, if we conſider what the 
Catholick Fathers meant by the Taurirr; 85125, and rhe 


To 432:p:7w, the Sameneſs, Identity, and Inſeparability of 
Eſſence and Subſtance, whereby they explain the Unity 


of the Divine Subſtance, and the Unity of the God- 
head. 

The Learned Jeſuit Petavius has two large Chapters, to 
prove that both the Greek arid Latin Fathers did aflert the 
Singularity and Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature 
and Subſtance. AndI1 freely grant, That as Singularity is 
oppoſed to a mere ſpecifick Unity, he has unanſwerably 
proved it ; but why he or the Schools ſhould chuſe a word 
to repreſent the Senſe of the Catholick Fathers by, con- 
cerning the Unity of the Divine Subſtance, which they 
themſelves rejeted as Sabeliaviſm, I can't account for ; 
for /ingalaris & ſolitarius, tcor/rus, ugrogmy, Teuredovy, that 


is, the Singularity of Nature and Subſtance, were rejeted 


as ſuſpeted terms at leaſt, though they allowed the Tav- 
TiTx; 8Tias, the Sameneſs and Identity of Nature; the 
©nitas, but not Zn70; the Unity, but not Union; which 
St. Hilary fo often calls impia Z/nio, a wicked Union, as 
deſtroying the real diſtin&tion of Perſons, and conſequent- 
ly the true Faith of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 


And 
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omen bs ous any And to do Petavius right, he rejects 
© (> pho. 29 tfigaeceraga ſuch a notion of ſingularity, as denies 
eſt obſervanda ſignificationu : ne ſic the Divinity to be a Common Nature ; 
fagutaris ms reels. - "Hs... if it could ſubſiſt only in One Perſon 
7% gg wt is more ona or 7 ypoſt afis , which he owns to be 
ſons, vel hypoſtaſi, qui fuit Sabelliao- Sabellianiſm 3 and that tor this reaſon 
_—_— Mal pare its ſome of the Fathers (he might have 
repudiatis wvocibus, ita divintatem ſaid, moſt, if not all the Ancient Pa- 
ner of deco, grameds —_ thers) did reject the uſe of ſuch 
oe. Peay de Trin 1.4, c. 14, Words, and taught, That the Divine 
\{e@. 11. p. 443: Nature is One, as any other Nature 
- 1s, Which is common to more than 
one : And acknowledges, that St. Hilary, St. Ambroſe, 
St, Auſtin, and others, do expreſly deny that God is a fin- 
gular Being, and reject the Notion of ſingularity from the 

Divine Eſſence. 

Now ſuch a ſingularity as this, as admits of a real and 
ſubſtantial Communication of the Divine Nature, whole 
of whole, to the Son and Holy Spirit, is certainly the 
Doqtrine of the Catholick Fathers, and what they meant 
by the zwwrirs; &izs the Sameneſs or Identity of Nature in 
Father, Son, and: Holy Ghoſt, in which they placed the 
Unity of the Godhead. 

That there muſt be this Sameneſs and Identy of Nature 
in all Three Divine Perſons , is evident from the laſt 
Section ; for a whole of a whole, muſt be identically the 
ſame Whole; not ſo the ſame, as one ſingular Whole is the 
fame with it ſelf, but as the ſame Whole, which thrice ſub- 
fiſts, without the leaſt conceivable difference, is the fame 
with it ſelf in Three. And that this is what the Fathers 
meant by that Sameneſs of Nature, wherein they placed 
the Unity of the Godhead, it were eaſy to prove by nume- 
rous Authorities 3 but ſome few may ſerve in ſo plain a 


Caſe. 


One 
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One St. Hilary will farniſh us with Teſtimonies-enow of 

this nature: He places the Sameneſs of Nature between Fa- 

ther and Son in this, That the Son has by his Eternal Nati- 


vity the Nature of the Father, without 
the leaſt diſſimilitnde or diverſity ; i»- 
differens, indiſimilis, indiſcreta Natura ; 
and this makes the Father and Son One 
God : But then at the ſame time he care- 
fully and expreſly rejx&s the Notion of 
Singularity, Solitude, and Union. 
Petavins quotes feveral Paſſages ont 
of St. Hilary, to prove this Singularity 
of the Divine Eſſence; butall that they 
amount to, and all that he pretends to 
prove by them, is, That the Unity be- 
tween Father and Son is greater than a 
Speciftck Unity , or a Communion in 
the ſame Specifick Nature ; and this I 
readily grant z and he might, if he had 
pleaſed, have tranſcribed half Sr. Z7i/ary 
de Trinitate © de Synodis, to the ſame 
purpoſe: And this is fo univerſally the 
Doctrine of all the Greet and Latin Fa- 
thers, that there was no difficulty in 


multiplying Authorities-to this purpole. 


Nec ſit diſſireilis in genere, quis 
eFverfitatem ſubſtantia geniti ex ſubs 
fantid Patru Filii ſamilitude non recis 
pit, & omnem in ſe Divinitatis Pa» 
terna, qualis & quanta oft, formam 
invifibilis Dei Filius © imago come 
pletFirmr, Et bee wereeft efſe Filium, 
Paterne ſcilicet forme weritatem, co- 


| imaginata in fe nature perfefts ſimi- 


ltuding realiſe. Hilar. de Syn. 


Retinetur it aque in Patre & Filio - 
nature indifferentis fonnilitudo per of- 
ſemtia- nativitatem, non tamen dam- 
wan Perſona affert, us unus fit miſſus 
"Or mittens, ſemilituile' Natur & ——— 
quia ciznd gignens & genitus unus «ſe 
non poſit, non tamen diverſa Natura 
ſent natus & generans, Ibid. 


Is Naturd Dei Deus unus eff , its 
tamen wt Or Filius Deus fit, quia in 
60 Natwa non different fit ; & cim 
Dens ex Deo fit , win pureſt non uter- 
que Dexs efſt, quorum per generis in- 
differenti am —»— non diſcernat ur {> 
feontis, Ibid. 


And T-dare ap- 


peal toany man-who is competently skill'd intheſe Matters, 
and will impartially examine the Teſtimonies Peravius has 
prodnced for the Singularity of the Divine Eſſence, Whes- - 
ther the moſt pertinent of them all prove any more than 
this, That the Nature of the Father, without the leaſt al- 
teration or diverſity, is communicated whole and perfect, 
without any diviſion or ſeparation of Subſtance, to the Son, . 
(of which more preſently ); not that the fame ſingular 
Nature and Subſtance which is the Perſon of the Father, is 
alſo the Perſon' of the Son ; m_ makes the Father =_ 
e 1K 
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Son to be but One Perſon, as well as One Nature and Sub- 
ſtance 3 but ſo One, that the One Nature, Subſtance, and 

\ Divinity, which is the Father, is wholly and perfeRly the 
ſame in the Son, excepting this, That one tis the Father, 
and the other the Son : Which is not the Unity of Singula- 
rity, which is properly the Unity of a Perſon ; but the Uni- 
ty of Identity and Sameneſs, which is the Unity of . One 
Individual Nature, which is common to more than one. 
I don't intend to tranſcribe all the Quorations of Petavius, 
which he has alledged to this purpoſe ; but yet I will give 
ſuch a general View of them, as may ſatisfy any impartial 
Reader asto this Point ; not to confute Petavius, who, as [ 
have already obſerved, rejeAs the Saellian Singularity ; 
but to undeceive thoſe who miſtake Petavius and the 
Schools too, as will appear more hereafter. 

I ſhall only premiſe, That it had become the Learning 
and Acuteneſs of Petavins to have reconciled the Fathers 
with themſelves; for they were Wiſe Men, and true Rea 
foners, and knew very well what a Contradition meant ; 

' and therefore we ought not eaſily to believe that they pers 
petually contradicted themſelves. 

25v. d4 He acknowledges and proves, That the Catholick Fathers 

7-in.l.4. did teach a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature; That 

6.13- Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt have One Divinity, as Peter, 

James, and John have one Human Nature; 2nd he alledges 

the Authorities of the ſame Fathers, to prove the Singula- 

rity of the Divine Nature, That it is an exact, perfe@, in- 

diviſible Monad : And this alſo they do plainly teach: Bur 

then he ſhould have conſidered how to have reconciled 

theſe two ; for it is certain, that if the Divine Nature be 

2n indiviſible Monad, it can't be a: Species in the common 

Notion of a Species; and if it have any thing anolagous to 

a Species, it can't be a ſingular Monad, becauſe it muſt be 

a common Nature, which ſubſiſts in more than one : and 

Singularity is properly the Unity of a Perfon, not of a com- 


mon 
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mon Nature, Petavins was very ſenſible how inconſiſtent 
theſe twa kinds of Unity are ; and yet that the Fathers did 
moſt commonly explain the Unity of the Divine Nature by 
a Specifick Unity, and did more cautiouſly. mention the 
Unity of Singularity ; he might have ſaid, did abſolntely 
reje& it, as St. Hilary does ina hundred places. And was 
not this a much better reaſon, ſo to qualify the Notions of a 
Specifick Unity and Singularity of Nature, as to reconcile 
them to each other, than to make the Fathers contradict 
themſclves ; which deſtroys three parts of their Reaſoning 
about the Unity of the Godhead, and very much weakens 


the Authoity of all the reſt ? 


The Apology which Petavius makes for the Fathers 
will by no means ſalve this matter. He tells us, That if 


we ſpeak of God according to the exact 
Rules of Philoſophy 3 the Three Divine 
Perſons are not ſo of One Subſtance or 
Homoouſjon, as Peter, Paul, and John 
and ſo far he is in the Right, as I have 
already ſhewn : But then what he adds 
is a very heavy Charge upon the Catho- 
lick Fathers; That they taught this 


almoſt in every Diſpute they had with the 4rians. 


Si ad exaft am Philoſophie regula 
qui de Deo habetur Sermo dirigatur, 
won fie cjuſdem Subſlantie , 14 8, 


0495710, ſunt Tres Perſone , uti Pe- 


trus, Paulus, & Joannes ; quod ta- 
men antiqui in onni- fere ſua diſpu- 
fatione penunt, quam contra Arianes 
mſticunnt. Petav. de Trin. 1. 4. C. 


6. P. 425. 
Now if 


this be true, what Apology can be made for them? for, it 
ſeems, they confuted the Arians upon falſe and dangerous 
Principles, and were cither ignorant rhemſclves of the true 


Catholick Faith, or did prevaricate in it. 


But ler us hear what Excuſe he makes for them: He ſays, 
They are not to be blamed for this, nor accuſed of Igno- 


rance, as if they underſtood nothing 
of the Numerical Unity of the Divine 
Eſſence, and owned no other Unity but 
what is like the Unity of Human Na- 
ture; tor they did know the firſt, 
but very prudently uſed the Specifick 
Uaity, as an Example whereby to repre- 
l EE 2 


Neque wverk culpandi ob id iO; erunt , 
aut inſcitia dawmandi, tanquam nu- 
meralem Unitatem Divine Eſſentia 
funditas igner arint ac folam cjus, aut 
in naturs ineft bumana, ſimilem ag- 
noverint, Nam & priorem il am tn. 
rellexerunt , ut mox ofltendam; &+ 
prudenter nihilominu hic ſunt wn 


ſent 


bak ee. var Te 6 _ —_ 
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exemplam ufi peſteriore, ſpecicinne pro» 
pria, Etenim fie thi adverſus Avia- 
nos obnitenduam ſibi eſſe meminerant, 
xt ſcirent Sabellianam quoque peſiem 
eſſe vitandam ; in quam ab ils fu- 
gienti praceps lapſus erat, ac labricrs, 
I[taque modum hunc adhibendum or a« 
tioni ſue putarunt ; ut ſummanm il- 
lam conjuntionerm,” Of, ut Gregorits 
Nyſſenus loquitsr, drpifn word dt, 
parcins inducerent neSabelian ſolitus 
dint & ſmpgularitati locus dari videre* 
Exr ; alter am werd gue ſpecies conve- 
ne, libentins wuſurparent : fue cum 
ad Arianorumretwndendam inſaniam 
ſatu illis erat, tum ab Sabelliani ſu- 
ſp:cime dogmatis, & calumnia longs 
e0; abefſſe monſtrabat, Ibid. 


font the Divine Unity : But if : there be 
nothing in the Divine Nature, which is 
analogous to this Specifick Unity, and 
may be truly and properly repreſented 
by it, as the beſt Image we have in Na» 
ture, I cannot underſtand either 'the 
Prudence or Honeſty of this. ' Yes, he 
ſays, they were to take Care ſo to op- 
poſe Arianiſm as to avoid Sabelianiſm, 
which otherwiſe they might eaſily ſlip 
into: And therefore ſo tempered their 
Style as to ſpeak more ſparingly of that 
higheſt Unity and ConjunCtion, which 


Gregory Nyſſen calls a Perfe# Monad, leſt 
they ſhould ſeem to favour a Sabellian Solirude and Singula- 
rity,bar did more freely uſe the Examples of a Specifick Uni- 
ty, which was ſufficient to confute the Arians; who af 
ſerted the Diverſity and Diſſimilitude of Nature between 
Father and Son, which cannot be between thoſe of the 
ſame Kind and Species ; and yet at the ſame time ſhewed 
how far they were from Sabe/lianiſm. 

That this is a very falſe account of the matter appears 
from the former Se&ions of this Chapter, and will appear 
-more fully from what is to follow ; but if it were true, it 
would be a very ſcandalous account; for the ſum of it is 
this, That to oppoſe Sabelianiſm and Arianiſm, the ancient 
Fathers advanced a falſe Notion of the Divine Unity, and 
diſſembled the true one: Which is no great commendation 
of the Catholick Faith, that it needs ſuch Arts, nor of the 
Catholick Fathers to uſe them; when both theſe ſorts 
of Heteticks, as 1 have often obſerved, charged the Ca- 
tholick Faith with Tritheifm, and made that the very Rea- 
ſon of their Hereſfies. Can any man think it prudent in 


thele Fathers to conceal or very cautiouſly mention the true 
Notion of the Divine Unity, and to inſilt on a Specifick 
Vaity, 


S 9:C'1.N1L4 8: Coltrewe. 


Unity, which, - if we believe Peravins, | is no: better. than 
Tritheiſm 3; which would rather. have confirmed: them 
in their Hereſies than have conſuted them 2 = | 

Theſe two Hereſies being in two;extreams, the Catho-- 
lick Faithymuſt be inthe middle, and the only true Medi- 
um between them, is a real diſtinion of Perſons, with- © 
out the leaſt diverſity. of Nature ; and this.is what they . 
meant both by their Monad, and Specifick Unity, the per- 
fe& Sameneſs and Identity of Efſence, aQually, indjvi- 
ſibly , inſeparably ſubſiſting in. Three, a thrice ſubfſting 
Monad, or Individual Eſffence:or Subſtance, but not'one _ 
Singular and Solitary Subſtance. And, if this be all 'that 
Petavius means, as he ſeems toown, weare agreed in-this 
Point : But becauſe ſome. think that he means more, and 
ſometimes he ſays what ſeems to imply: more, I ſhall ſhew 
that he has proved no-more. | 

He begins with Athavafius; who. tells us, That. the Fa- _—_ de 
ther gives all to the Son 3 and yet that the Father hath the 13",.4.- 
fame All himſelf; for the Godhead of te 
the Son is the Godhead of the Father. 9 204 adyre donde 3 mate 
Which only proves, That - the Father md vis, arm mir 3 maniy , 
communicates his own Whole Nature to . Tm ix#:;. 5 24g fuſe ding, 
the Son; that he gives the Whole tothe 7% ares ins 37, Ath. Or, 
Son, and has the whole himſelf 3 which 4 P: 459- 
is the Same, but not One Singular So- | 
litary Godhead, for. it is the Whole in Two :. But yet it 
is the Godhead of 'the Son, and the-Godhead- of the Fa- 3 
. ther. ' And the Father and Son are Two, but yet the God= 44. «5 
head an inſeparable, indivuifible' Monad.' * And therefore 
this Wonderful Divine Monad muſt not be divided into Three 
Godheads.. And having quoted: ſome. other Paſſages of 
that Father to the ſame purpoſe, he concludes with a very 
remarkable one out: of | his Expoſition-gf ,. .'.> 1 
Faith. That we muſt not conceive tYtargirvmalos wine df- 
Three Divided and Separate Hypoſtaſes «s wi” invnis, domg onuan- 

in 
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pues 67 arlrwmy '3 noy- 
cagu, iva ws mavifiey ws me 
tJ7n ocornowedys, ad" ws me 
$ Tryis mus wywnus Or, 
s Jngidy xj mt Jo 24 wam, x 
Vo ovouare Tyyavornmu. T6 
396 my ids div , ry 6 ds 
TeTlg i5iv , 6 » meme us many 
621, &; 6 yds muTe9s uds bor, as 
3» un igiv # ml memes, «IN 
6 Toruuds mwyii, dpuporics 5 i, 
X Taumy igir deg 7% Ws hs 
MY Ns His Tov mTUUBY pero ;arwuE- 
HW ov \ #Tws ii bx Tu meTE)s tis mov 
Yor beomng , dpfev ws x) dSrargh- 
Ts wy: Ath. in expol. 
fidci. 


in the Godhead, after the manner of 
Bodies, as it is among men; which, like 


the Pagans, would introduce a plurality. 


of Gods: But'as the River, which pro- 


ceeds from the Fountain, is not divided 


from ir, though they:have Two Forms 
and Two Names ; for the Father is not 
the Son, nor the Son the Father ; bur 
the Father is the Father of the Son, 
and the Son the Son of the Father. 
For as 'the Fountain 'is not the River, 
nor the River the Fountain, but both are 
One; and the ſelf-ſame Water (Tt av7%y 
vp) flows out of the Fountain into the 
River (and fois the very ſame in both) 


—_ 


ſo is that Divinity, which is communi- 
cated from the Father to the Son , without any Efflux, 
'  Emanation or Diviſion. This Petavius lays great Streſs on, 
 _ anditis a moſt expreſs Feſtimony againſt ſuch a meer Spe- 
; cifick Unity in the Godhead, as there is between Three In- 
dividuals of the ſame Species, as between Three Men. 
But then it is as expreſs and poſitive a Teſtimony againſt a 
Singular and Solitary Divinity, and confirms the Notion of 
the perfet Communication of the ſame Individual Nature 
and Godhead from the Father to the Son, which is as per- 
fealy One and the Same in both as the Water is, which 
flows out of the Fountain into'the River: But with this 
difference, That the manner of Communication ts not the 
fame, not by Eſflux and Emanation after the manner of 
Bodies (apfewm;, which I wonder Petavins ſhould tranſhite 
perenniter) not as Waters flow out of the Fountain, 
which the Catholick Fathers always diſowned ; ;but by the 
Incffable Myſtery -of the Eternal Generation, as I have 
thewn above. | 


| 
j 
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The next Father he appeals to is Gregory Nazianzen, 
- whom at other times he has-much ado to excuſe from Tris 
hone —_ rae us, TOR there is 
ut One God, becauſe there is but" One Div |, . ts h:5m 
vinity, and thoſe who are of him '(i5 aurs 8 _ _—_ yo _ = 
of this One God, thar is, the Son and pg, j2er,x4r rela mavenu.Greg, 
Holy Spirit) are reduced to One,. tho'we Naz. Orat. 37. | 
believe them to be Three * viz. by, that 
One D.vinity, which perfectly ſubliſts 
in each of them : And adds, if we may "aw dulerrs by wmeuerorhdurr, 
expreſs this in ſhort, it is One Undivided «6 Ji curnuus eineiy, 5 ome, 
Divinity in Three Diſlin#t Perſons (for ſo » «lev iv idlors 774arv 60687015 
peer juern; muſt here ſignifie, not Di- &NIA@ys pla Ts gares I YKERS. 
vided or Separate, but DiſtinA) like the - Ibid. 
T/nion of Three Suns, 'which would give | 
but One Undiſtinguiſhed Lizht. One would wonder how 
this ſhould prove One Singular Divinity, which it expreſly 
rejects, unleſs Three Suns are One Single Solitary Sug,..and 
' give but Oae Single Solitary Light, Such Expreſiians as 
. theſe prove no morethan Qae VUndivided Divinity in,Theee, 
\not One Singular Divinity. ' oh ge nt nn hen 
But the ſame Father ſtarts an: ObjeQtion ; That ſince the 
wiſeſt Philoſophers owned but One Divinity in all-their 
Gods, .aS we acknowledge but One; Humaoity:in-all Man- 
kind, and; yet they belieyed Many. Gods, as we.,acknow- 
ledge, there are Many Men ,, though-bur: One Common 
Humanity': Why muſt not we confeſs, That Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt are Three Gods alſo, though they have 
but One Common Divinity? This Petavius ſays, Cauſe 
jugulum petit ; and it is indeed an unanſwerable OQbjeQtion 
againſt a meer Specifick-Unity of Nature, , which is- Multi- 
plied in Individuals, and. therefore muſt-/Maltiply Gods as 
well as Men ; but the Perfe& Communication of the Same 
Whole Individual Nature does not Multiply Natures or Di- 
vinities , though it Multiplies Perſons./- - And- this is the 
very 
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very Anſwer Greg. Naz. gives, which I had obſerved before 
from Damaſcer, the diſtinion'between I#*14z &'mexy- 
ugm* That there is not One Common' Subfiſting Human 
Nature in alt Men, and' therefore Human Nature is One, 
only in Notion, not itt Reality, every Particular Man's hav- 
ing a Particular Human Nature of his own 3 and therefore 
there are as many Men, as there are Subſiſting Human Na- 
tures ; but the Divine Nature is One and Common, not in 
meer Notion and Idea, but by an Actual Communication 
without Diviſion or Separation : This _— it to be'One 
Individua}l,burt not a Singnlar Nature ; for it is aue2z5@. but 
& wee puirasc; and One Undivided Divinity, though in 
a Wondetful and Ineffable manner it ARtually Subſiſts in 
Three, can be but One God. 9 

His other Quotations out of the Greek Fathers are all to 
the ſame purpoſe, and are reſolved into the force of ſach 
words as ivzc, & pores, jula po, pla bedrne, m9 619 abriru, 
& Brfruc &nas, and their rejeing mot 'only Three Gods, 
but Three Natures, Three Efſerices, Three Divinities 3 and 
that" hot Woes, which cally differ from each 


other, but even as, and btidos't which ate fpe+ 
e Ponins ſpeaks 5 which are un- 
anſwerable Teſtimonies egainſt a mere Specifick Unity of 


the Divine Nature ; but confirms what I have all along af- 

ſerted,” That the ſame' One Undivided 'Divivity ſubſiſts 

aQually and inſeparebly, but diſtin ly in Three, and theres 

fore is One common Individual, but not a Singular Nature: 

And the Latin Fathers, to whom he appeals in Ehap. 24. 
ek af to the fame ſe , and one Anſwer ferves 

- © ito er} woe gat 

- 'Tb/give an Account of rhe Meaning and Reaſon of theſe 
Dxprefiions, which Petavizs infiſts on to prove the Siogu- 
larity of the Divine Eſnce, will be much more inſtructing 
and fatisfaftory , than to comment upon every particular 
Quotation : And therefore I ſhall, z. Enquire what _ Fa- 

ers 
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thers meant by this 7evrw, Sameneſs and Identity of 
Nature. 2. How they proved the Unity of the Godhead 
from this Sameneſs of Nature. 3. How they diſtioguiſh'd 
the Divine Perſons in this Samenefs of Nature. 

r. As for the firſt, That the Fathers by this Samenefs 
and [dentity of Nature did not mean One ſingular, ſolitary, 
Perſonal Nature, is abundantly evident from what I have 
already diſcours'd : The Fathers, in oppoſition to Sabellins, 
univerſally rejected One ſingular, ſolitary Nature and Sub- 
ſtance, as deſtroying a Trinity of Real Perſons ; for in their 
Philoſophy, One ſingular Subſtance is but One Perſon; and 
therefore Three Perſons, each of which is by himſelf True 
and Perfeft Subſtance, can't be One ſingular Subſtance; 
which is Proof enough, that when they explain the Unity of 
theDivine Subſtance by itsS$ameneſs and Identity,they;could 


ip 


not by this Samencſs and Identity mean Dingulariry ; but 


ſuch a Sameneſs as is between Real, Diſtint,; SubGſting, 
Subſtantial Perſons , , who are eyery. way alike, without 
the leaſt Change or Variation: Which the Greek Fathers 
commonly. call - <xzezaAax!@., Suyiny ; the Latin Fa- 
thers , as St. Hilary eſpecially , Indifferens & Indiftmils 
Natura. | - {on / Wer 

That this is the True Notioq of this Sameneb and Iden- 
tity of Nature appears from thoſe Repreſentations which 
the Catholick Fathers make of it, viz. That it is ſuch a 
Sameneſs and Identity, as there 1s between a Perfect, Liy- 
ing, Subfiſting Word, and that Perfect Mind, whoſe Word 
it is; ſych a Samencls as is between Father and Son, be- 
tween the Prototype and the Image, between the Seal and 
the Impreſſion ; between Life of Lite, Wiſdom of Wiſdom, 
Power of Power, &c. neither of which is the other, and 
yet both are the ſame. 

That Gad hath an Eternal Word, which was in the Be- 
ginning, was with God, and was God; that this Eternal 
Word was the Son of God, and ou Son the Perfedt Like- 

neſs 
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neſs and Image of his Father, the Brightneſs of his Glory, 
and the Expreſs CharaQter of his Subſtance, is the known 
Doctrine of the Scripture and Fathers. 

That this Word is not like'the Word of a Man, but the 
Subſtantial, Eſſential, Living, Subſiſting , Omnipotent 
Word; and this Son a True, Natural, Genuine Son, and 
this Image a Subſtantial, Living Image, and a Living, 
Subſtantial CharaQter of the Fatherz that this Word is 
@ m5, a Diſtin Perſon from him, whoſe Word he is ; 
that the Son is not the Father, nor the Father the Son, 
but that they are alius & alius ; that the Image is not the 
Prototype, nor the Prototype the Image, nor the Chara- 
rater and Impreſſion, that whoſe Charadter it is ; I have 
already proved to be the Received DoQrine of the Catho- 
lick Fathers againſt the Sabe/iavs, and were there any oc- 
caſion for it, I could confirm it with innumerable Teſti- 
monies: The only'Queſtion then is, What this Sameneſs 
and Identity of Nature is. And if” we will allow for that 
difference there is between God and Creatures, we may 
learn, as the Fathers teach us, what this Sameneſs of Na- 
ture'between the Divine Perſons is, from the Sameneſs and 
Identity between a Mind and its Word, between Father 
and Son, between the Prototype and the Image, the Scal 
and its Character and Impreſſion. 

Now what this Sameneſs and Identity is, is fo viſible, 
that a few words will explain it. 7: - 

It is not the Sameneſs of Singularity ; for the Mind and 
its Word, a Fatherand Son, the Prototype and its Image, 
the Seal and its Impreſſion, are viſibly Two: Nor is it the 
Sameneſs of meer Likeneſs and Similitude, how Exa& and 
Perfe& ſoever we conceive that Likeneſs to be ; for every 
one muſt confeſs, that there is a vaſt difference between the 
Perfe& Likeneſs of Two Minds, Two Men, Two Origi- 
nals, and Two Seals, and that Sameneſs, which is between 


a Mind and its own Word, a Father and his own Son, a 


Proto» 
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Prototype and its own Natural Image, and the Seal and the 
Impreſſion which is made by it ; juſt as much difference as 
there is between Similitude and Nature, or between a per- 
fe Likeneſs of Nature and Identity. 

And therefore the complete and adequate Notion of 
S1imeneſs and Identity between Two, who are really diſtin 
in Subſiſtence and Perſonality, and are not each other, 
muſt be this, That an Eternal Unproduced Perſon produces 
another in his own Nature, Whole, Perfe&t, Entire, with- 
out the leaſt Conceivable or Poſſible Difference or Diver- 
ſity ; excepting this, That One Produces, and the Other 
is Produced : For Two ſuch, who diſtinly ſubſift, are 
really Two Perſons in One and the Same Individual 
Nature. 

Thus it is with a Perfe&t Mind and its Perfe&t Living, 
Subſiſting Word, which is perfectly it ſelf, as its own Per- 
fet, Natural Image; Two in Number, but One i» Re, 
in Nature, Thus it is with a Father and ſuch a Son, as is 
Whole of Whole, they are Two and the Same, the Son 
the Natural Living Image of the Father, in whom the Fa- 
ther ſees Himſelf, and is ſeen in Him, as Chriſt tells us, 
He that hath ſeen me hath ſeen the Father : Which is agree- 
able to the common Forms of Speech, to cali the King's 
Picture or Image, the King, as the Catholick Writers fre- 
quently obſerve; which would be exactly and-philoſophi- 
cally true, were it a Perfe4, Natural, Living, Inſepara- 
ble Image: And this is what the Catholick Fathers call 
Tauvrimme gz, the Sameneſs or Identity of Nature; as 
might eaſily be proved by numerous Citations : But I will 
content my ſelt with a few. 

The Nicexe Fathers taught, That the Father and the Son 
were Cogn, of the fame Nature and Subſtance : This, as 
I obſerved before, they explain by *azmezrnaxru; Gugin, 
and 7) ma, a Perfet Invariable Likeneſs and Simili- 
tude, without the leaſt ng and Diverſity ; and 

| Ffz this. 
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this is what they call ""avrimmez 73; nas, the Sameneſs and 
Identity of Nature, which cannot be the Sameneſs of Sin- 
gularity, but the Samenelſs of Indifference and Indiverſity ; 
ſuch a Sameneſs as is between Two, which are perfectly 
alike, and differ in nothing from each other. 


Athanaſius gives this account, why the Nicene Fathers 
taught, That the Son was ZZomooufios, of the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father, that they might ſignifie that the Son was 
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* Likeneſs and Similitude. 


not only like the Father, but ſo of the 
Father, as to be the ſame in Likeneſs : 
Now the Sameneſs and Identity of Like- 
neſs cannot be the Sameneſs of Singula- 
rity ; and yet this he calls the Sameneſs 
and Identity with his Father ; That the 
Son is the Natural Genuine Son of the 
Father, and the Word God's own pro- 
per Word; and the invariable Likeneſs 
between the Light and it's Splendor ; 
the Unity of Nature and the Identity of 
Light: With ſeveral Expreſſions, noted 
in the Margin, which ſignifie the moſt 
perfet Sameneſs in Nature. 

Thus the Son is the Image of God, 
the CharaRer of. his Subſtance, Nature 
and Eſſence ; which is the Language of 
Scripture, and the conſtant DoQtrine of 
the Fathers : And from hence they con- 
clude the i951; and T'avriry;, the per- 
fet Sameneſs and Identity of. Nature 
between Father and Son, or a perfect 
By which 
Argument they prove, That he is no 
Creature, but that he is Eternal and Om- 
nipotent, and all that his Father is ; be- 

. cauſe 
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cauſe this is the Nature of a Perfect 
Living Image, to be perfeAly all and 
the ſame that the Prototype is. 


Thus St. Bafi/ tells us, That the Seal 
is ſeen in the Impreſlion, and the Proto- 
type is known by its Image, from that 
Sameneſs and Identity which is in both : 
Which he calls alſo e 4ur5 Th goa amr 
eXNAaxzoy, & © Oak Boas Þ iNrrumw, 


22? 
Tire v TW dime of, Tho 
dudieny i, Ath. Dec. Syn, 
Nic. p, 250, 


"Ouros & uiay Td emIgen- 
NTwan, 6 ty mor xe 
exxTiy xghogg?)* NN «xir@- 4 
" yon T4 apps win)” 
ovyrewormoy nu Sorin TW 
& 9799p Tawrnmre, Bal. ad 

- C1. p.718, Tom. 1. 
Par. 1638. 


This ſufficiently proves what the Catholick Fathers 
meant. by this Sameneſs and Identity of Nature; not the 
Sameneſs of ſingularity, which they always rejeed as Sa- 
bellianiſm,but ſuch a Sameneſs as is between Two,who have 
the ſame Individual Nature, ſubſiſting ſo diſtintly in each 
of them, as to make them Two, but without the leaſt con- 
ceivable or poſſible Change or Alteration ; ſuch a Sameneſs 
as is a perfe&t likeneſs and ſimilitude, which cannot be in 
ſiogularity. But becauſe Petavius lays great ſtreſs upon 
theſe Expreſſions, it will not be amiſs to give two or three 


dire and poſitive Proofs of this matter. 


Athanaſius expreſly cautions us againſt 
this, That when we hear that the Son 
hath all that the Father has, this invaria- 
ble likeneſs and ſfameneſs of what the 
Son has, may not miſlead us into Sabel- 
lianiſm, to ſay, That the Son is the Fa- 
ther himſelf: And tells us, That the Fa- 
ther gave all to the Son, and that the Fa- 
ther hath all again in the Son; and the 
Son having all, the Father again has the 
ſame all; for the Godhead of the Son is 
the Godhead of the Father. 
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then he would be 


Gregory Nyſſen , or St. Bafil, for the 
ſame Treatiſe is aſcribed to them both, 
proves both the 7'aurLy and the ire, 
from the nature of an Image; That the 
Son is both the ſame with the Father, 
and another ; for ſo an Image is both 
the ſame with its Prototype, and yet 
another ; not the Prototype it ſelf. And 
adds, that we may ſee the Father in the 
S2n, not conſidered as unbegotten, for 


upon all accounts the ſame, and not ano- 


ther, which deſtroys the Nature and CharaQter of an 


Image. 


Excluſa eft aſſertio volentium ne- 
minibus tantum Patrem & Filium 
predicare, cum imago ommis ejus ad 
quem coimaginetur, ſpecies indifferent 
ſit. Neque enim ipſe ſibi quiſquam 
imazo eft, ſed eum cujus image eff, 
meceſſe eſt ut imago demonſiret. Imago 
eft itaque rei ad rem coxquande ima- 
ginats & indiſcrets fimilitude. Ef 
ergo Pater, eft & Filius, quia imago 
Patris eft Filius, Et qui image e& 
wt were imago ſit , ſpeciemmneceſſe eſt 
n4iurem Or efſentiam, ſecundum quod 
image eft, in ſe habear Autoris, His 
lar. de Synod. 


The ſame account St. Hlary gives of 
an Image, That it ſignifies a perfect like- 
neſs and fimilitude of Nature between 
Two; for no Man is his own Image, but 
the Image repreſents the Prototype : 
And therefore there is a Father , and 
there isa Son, if the Son be the Image 
of the Father; and being an Image, the 
Son muſt neceſlarily have in himſelf the 
Nature and Eſſence of his Father. Which 
he urges as a dire Confutation of the 
Sabelian Singularity. But there is no 
need of multiplying Authorities in this 


Caſe, ſince it is ſo very obvious to every one, who ever 
look'd into the Fathers, That the 7*auriys, & giving goa, 


the Sameneſs and Identity, and the Community of Nature, 


though they difter in cheir formal Notions, yet both equal- 
ly belong to the ſame Divine Nature; and the ſame Identical 
Nature, which is alſo a common Nature, can't be One in 
the Notion of Singularuy. | 

2dly. Having thus ſhewn what the Catholick Fathers 
meant by the Sameneſs and Identity of Nature in Father 


and 
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and Son, I proceed to ſhew, That herein they placed the 


Unity of the Godhead, the wiz be&rn;, the One Divinity, 
and what account they give of this matter. 


The Defence they generally make for the Unity of God 


in a Trinity of Divine Perſons, is reducible to two Heads 3 
this Sameneſs and Identity of Nature, and the T9 a3e:eroy, 
or inſeparable Unity 3 which Two make up the compleat 
Notion of the Divine Unity ; but I muſt now conſider 
them apart. : 

That the Catholick Fathers did reſolve the Unity of God 
into this Sameneſs and Idcntity of Nature, That the Father; 


Son, and Holy Ghoſt, though they are Three Real, Proper, 
Diſtin- Perſons, yet have the ame One Divine Nature, 


which ſabſiſts whole, and perfet, and diſtin, without 
any Change or Variation in all Three ; and that therefore 
they are not Three Gods, but One God, is fo very plain, 
that there is no need of multiplying words about it. The 
One God in the Catholick Language is One Divine Nature 
in Three Perſons; and this wiz ga, or dr, this One Ef- 
ſence, and One Divinity, is &-57»s, i9tirns , t avrirn; gone, 
which are often uſed as equivalent terms, the Unity, Iden- 


tity, Propriety, and Sameneſs of Nature ; as T9» #, T avur0y, 


one and the ſame. All thoſe Paſſages quoted by Petavius, 
though they do not prove the Singularity of the Divine 
Nature, yet prove the Unity of the Godhead, by the pers 
_ and invariable Sameneſs of Nature, in the ſenſe now ex- 
plained. 

But the Teſtimony of St. Bafil againſt the Sabeliars is 
ſo full and expreſs to this purpoſe, that I ſhall repreſent this 
matter in his Words, wherein he agrees with all the other 


Catholick Fathers. 


Though ( Father and Son are Two *x1 54%, tn x rang. "Bi 
in Number, yet are they not divided in 24% 3 4 5 ids, 4 * No wo), 
Nature ; nor does he who ſays Two iTudv T'aunirim ys 3 85 ways 


Perſons, alienate them from each other. 
There 


+ Terigg' 4 » divnlu © ware 
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There is One God, becauſe a Father ; 
but the Son alſo is One God, not Two 
Gods, becauſe of the Sameneſs and Iden» 
tity of the Son with the Father ; for 
there is not One Divinity in the Father, and Another inthe 
Son ; nor One Nature of the Father, and another of the 
Son. When therefore you would diſtinguiſh the Perſons, 
number them diſtin&ly , the Father by himſelf, and the 
Son by himſelf ; but if you would avoid Polytheiſm, con- 
feſs but One Nature in them both, whichprejects both the 
Sabellian and Anomgan Hereſy. But when I ſay One Na- 
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ture, you muſt not imagine that Two 
Perſons are made of One Nature, as it 
were by a diviſion of it intotwo Parts; 
but only conceive the Son ſubſiſting of 
the Father, as his Principle and Origi- 
nal : Nor muſt you conceive that Father 
and Son are ſoof One Nature, as parta- 
king of ſome One Same Nature and 
Subſtance antecedent to them both; for 
we donot call them Brethren, but Father 
and Son, which ſignifies the Sameneſs 


and Identity of Nature. For the Son is 

' of the Father, not made by his Command, but begotten 
of his Nature ; not by Diviſion of the Father's Subſtance ; 

/, but the Son ſhihes forth whole and perfe from a perie&t Fa- 
| ther, without any diminution of him. And therefore, as 
\ he proceeds, do not charge us with Preaching Two Gods, or 
Polytheiſm ; for we Preach not Two Fathers, or Two Prin- 
Ciples, and therefore not Two Gods, which was the Impiety 
of Marcion: Nor do we make the Father and Son of a dit- 
ferent Nature, unlike ro each other, as the Anomeans do. 
——Þurwhere-there is but One Principle, and One Begot- 
ten.of it, One Protatype, and One Image, the Unity is 
preſerved: Becauie the San who is begatten of the Father, 
and 


s. 
& pow 


o 
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and imprints his Father's Nature and Ef- 
ſence on himſelf, —_ Image, he has an 
invariable Likeneſs, 67%, Some retains 
the ſame Nature and Su Now 
asa man who calls the King's Image or 
PiQure the King, does not make Two 
Kings, nor deny him whoſe Image it is, 
to be the King, much leſs reaſon is there 
for ſuch an Imputation in this Caſe, For 
here, when. we hear of the Image of 
God, we muſt conceive nothing leſs 
than the Brightneſs of his Glory. But 
what is this Brightneſs, and what is this 
Glory 2 That the Apoſtle adds, The per- 
fe Impreſſion or Character of his Sub- 
ſtance. And therefore Subſtance is the 
fame with Glory, and Charafter with 
Brightneſs : So that the Divine Glory 
remaining perfet and undiminithed, 
emits a perfect Splendor and Brightneſs : 
And thus the very Nature of an Image 
expounded as it becomes God, confirms 
the Faith of One Divinity. For the Fa- 
ther is in the Son, and the Son in the 
Father ; becauſe ſuch as the Father is, 
ſuch is the Son, and ſuch as the Son is, 
ſuch is the Father: And thus Two are 
One, becauſe the Son in nothing differs, 
as receiving no other Form or Character, 
but that ot his Father. And therefore 
I fay again, One and One, but an un- 
divided Nature, and never-failing Per- 
feion. 
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And therefore there is One God, becauſe by both 


the ſame perfe& Divine Form and Nature is ſeen wholly 


and perfectly ſubſiſting 1n both. 
Gg 


This 


' 94 EE nnd L's : —_— 
*. - 
| in © 
9 d) 


226 The Preſent State of the 
This I think is as plain as words can make it, both what 
St. Baſil meant by the Sameneſs and Identity of Nature, 
and that herein he placed the Unity of the Godhead ; and 
were there any occaſion for it, it were eaſy to confirm this 


4 by the concurrent Suffrages of Athanaftus, Gregory Nyſſen, 
and Gregory Nazianzen, St. Cyril, and other Greek Fathers, 


almoſt in the ſame words. 
St. Hilary and St. Ambroſe, to name no more of the La- 


tin Fathers, are ſoexpreſs in placing the Unity of the God- 

head in this perfe& Sameneſs, Indifference, Indiverſity of 

Nature between Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, that there 

is no need of any other Art, but barely to repreſent their 

Hee ef Words; and therefore I ſhall only refer my Readers to fome 
vere 1#i- few Quotations in the Margin. 


UIfAtS Ins 

relligentis, . 

O& fidei mire, que ex nature divine unitate, unins indifferentiſque djvinitatis verit atem in patre 
& filio confitetur, abſolutiſfimum ſacr amentum. Hil. de Trin. 1. 7. p. 86. Baſ. 2570. . 

Exequats virtus eft per nature indiffeuilis unitatem, P. 87. 

Omnia habere ſols naturs poſſit indifferens, neque nativitas aliquid poſſit habere, niſi datum ſit. 
tnnnn—_—_— Neue —_—_— aut debuit filiwe 4 patre diſtingui, quam quod natu; fit, nec tamen diff» 
rehs doceretur. Thid. 

Non confunditur itaque aut aboletur natara, ne filins fit, nec tamen rurſum adimitzr naturs, ne 
Dew fit, nec r—_ diverſitate, ne unum ſint, neque quod unum ſunt id poteſt prafiare, ne 
wrerque [it, . 88. 

Eve Pater unum ſumus : Ut qued unum ſunt, nec diverſum nec ſolitarium crederetur, non alia 
in utroque per nativitatis & generations proprietatem exiſtente naturg.mmm=Confeſſionem uniue in 
xtroque & conſomilis nature. $9. 

Nuia non differt, nec degenerat nativitas,— dem Dei fil, non aliud quam Deus eft. 

Unum dixit, ne fiat diſcretio poteſtatis ; ſumus addidit, ut patrem filiumque cognoſcas, quo per- 
fetus pater perfefium filium genuiſſe credatur, Er pater & filius unum ſint, non confuſione , ſed 
wnitate nature, Ambr. de fide, |. r. initio. 

Non enim pater ipſe qui filiw, ſed inter patrem & filiem generationis expreſs diftinftio eft ; ut 
ex Des Deus, ex manente manens, ex pleno fit.———Eft enim plenitudo divinitatis in patre, 
eft plenitudo divinitatis in filio, ſed non diſcrepans , ſed nuna divinitas, Nec confuſum qued unum 
eſt, nec multiplex quod indifferens. —= Quanto magis pater & filius unum ſunt, ubi nec ſubHantie 
nec veluntatis ulla eft differentis. — In te igitur eft Deus per unitatem nature, & non eff Dens 
preter te per proprictatem ſubſtantia, repulſam differentia, Ibid. 


It cannot be denied, bnt that all the Fathers unanimouſly 
, agree in this Account of the Unity of the Divine Nature 
| in Three Diſtin@t Perſons: Which ſhould make modeſt 


— 


SO —— 


men 


LET 
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men very cautious of charging it with a dire& Contra- | 


diction to all Reaſon and Philoſophy : But Modeſty and | 
Reverence to the Catholick Fathers, are none of the pre- \ 


vailing Virtues of this Age. 

Bur is it indeed ſuch a ContradiCtion to ſay, That the 
ſame Nature, which is perfe&ly and in every thing the 
ſame in Three, is but One Nature in Three, and that ſuch 
Three have not 'Three Natures, but One Nature > Is it ſuch 
a dire Contradiction to Senſe and Reaſon, to ſay, That 
there is alius, & alius, & alins, in the Trinity, but not 
aliud > That there is Another, and Another, and Another 
Perſon in the Holy Trinity ; but that there is nothing in 
any One of theſe Perſons, which can be called Another 
thing from what is in the other Two? This is fo far from 
a Contradiction, that it ſeems plain Senſe, nay, plain De- 
monitration ro me, That Three Perſons who have nothing 
in themſelves but what each of them have, without the 
leaſt conceivable Variation, are in Nature but one and the 
ſame; and though cach of them be Another Perſon, yet 
not Another Thing, or Another Nature. 

There are ſeveral Examples in Nature which juſtify this 
diſtinQion between alins & aliud, and muſt make all think- 
ing men confeſs that they cannot ſpeak properly without 
it. 1 would not be miſtaken in this matter, and therefore 
defire the Reader carefully to obſerve, That I donot alledge 
theſe Inſtances which follow, as Refemblances of the Tri- 
nity, but only as Examples of a perfect Sameneſs and Unity 
in Nature ; where we mult confeſs, That the thing is but 
One and the ſame, and yet that there is Another and Ano- 
ther: And if there be any Images of this in Nature, there 


is no reaſon to call this a Contradiction in the Faith of the. 


Trinity. 
Let me then ask this plain Queſtion : When Five hundred 
Men hear the ſame Man ſpeak, do they all hear one and the 


ſame Voice, or Five hundred Voices? It will, I think, be! 
= | GY granted, 


# # 


& - 


= 
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granted, that it is but one and the ſame Voice which they all 
hear, and yet it is heard five hundred times, and is diſlin&- 
ly in five handred Ears: The Voice is eſſentially one and 
the ſame inall, and yet no man dares deny that the Voice 
in Peter's Ear is another from that Voice which is in Fohy's 
Ear ; and therefore is Another and Another, but not Ano- 
ther Thing: And were a Voice Eſſence and Subſtance, 
there would be One Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance, in a 
Plurality of Zypoſtaſes. 

Thus Sight furniſhes us with as many Examples of this 
as Hearing : When five hundred Men ſee the fame thing, the 


| Object is one and the ſame, and yet is Another and Ano- 
ther, my to the number of the Perſons who ſee it : 


Is one and the ſame in Nature, and ſubſiſts the ſame, and yer 
diſtinly in cach eye. 

Sight and Hearing approach neareſt to an Incorporeal 
Nature, and therefore give us the neareſt Reſemblances bf 


a Spiritual Sameneſs, Unity, and Diſtinion: But we have 


ſtill more perfe&t Images of this, in what is more perfeQly 
Spiritual. | | 

The ſame Notion and Idea, though it fubſiſt in Ten thou- 
ſand Minds, is perfetly the ſame in all. A perfe& true 
Idea of any thing, is and can be but One; and therefore 
how many Minds ſoever it ſubſiſt in, it muſt be one and 
the fame in all ; but yet the Idea in the Mind of Pexer is 
not the ſame in Subſiſtence with the Idea in the Mind of 
Paul: It is Another and Another, and yet the fame Idea 
in Nature and Eſſence: As ſuppoſe the perfet Idea of Hu- 
manity, or Human Nature, and the perie& Idea of the Di- 
vine Nature; if they be true and perfe@, they are perfectly 
the fame in all the Minds in the World ; and nothing but 
the different Notions men have of things, can multiply 
ſuch Ideas. 


/ Now if we advance but one ſtep higher, we ſhall plainly 


fee what this Unity of Sameneſs is 3 what the true —_ 
© 


HI. 


+ and moſt ſenſible repreſentation we can make of the Same- 
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of it is, and how far it reaches : For though this be abſo« 
lutely eſſential to the Divine Unity, yet as I have ready ( 
noted, and will appear more hereafter, this is not the com- 
pleat and adequate Notion of it. 

Let us ſuppoſe then that Human Nature, for inſtance; 
did ſubſiſt as perfetly the fame in Perer, Fames, and Fohn, 
as the true and perfedt Idea of Human Nature is one and 
the ſame inall ; that a Man were nothing elle but the living 
ſubſiſting Idea of Human Nature, without the leaſt change 
or variation in Nature to diſtinguiſh one from another : I 
fay, in ſuch a Caſe as this, would not Three ſuch Perſons be 
perfectly one and the ſame , & ayw &nas Or TawriTym Bia, 
in the Samenefs and Identity of Nature, which would b: as 
perfeAly and invariably the fame, as the common Notion 
and Idea of Nature > Would not Human Nature be as per-. 
fetly the ſame in Three Perſons or Subſiſtences, as the 
Idea of Human Nature is one and the ſame in Three Minds ? 
Or could we in proper ſpeaking , with reference to this 
Sameneſs of Nature, any more ſay that there are Three 
Men, than that there are Three Humanities, when a Man 
is nothing elſe but the ſubſiſting Idea of Humanity ? Would 
not, as far as this Sameneſs and Identity reaches, Human 
Nature be a wiz, and a 9h qyn; ; not merely ex 6770iz, but 
®ez3ugamn, both One and a Common Nature, not merely by 
a Logical and Notional Unity and Community , but by an 
aQtual Subſiſtence in all, without the leaſt difference or di- 
verſity? As the Idea of Human Nature is both One, and / 
Common to the whole Kind. 

This indeed is but an imaginary Caſe, as to Finite ;One/ 


/ 


tures, who never were, and never can be ſo perfetly One 
and the fame, as their Idea is; but yet it is the propereſt 


neſs "ind Identity of the Divine Nature, which has really 
and aQually all that Sameneſs and Identity which we only 


ſuppoſe in Creatures to help our Conceptions of the Divine | 
Unity 3 
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Unity ; how different Hypoſtaſes may be One in Nature by 
this Szmeneſs and Identy of Nature. 

The Divine Nature and Eſſence is more perfealy {imple 
and uncompounded than any Notion and Idea which we 
can frame of it ; and therefore muſt ſubſiſt as ſimply as the 
ſimpleſt Idea, and conſequently muſt be as perfetly one and 
the ſame in all Three Perſons of the Trinity, as the ſame 
Idea is one and the ſame with it ſelf : And though this be 
not the whole notion of the Sameneſs and Identity of Na- 
ture, which requires not only two perfe& Sames, bur that 
one be of the other without diviſion or Separation ; yet this 
15 eſſential to this Notion, and there can be no Identity of 
Nature without it : This is what the Catholick Fathers 1n- 
tended in many Paſſages, which ſome Modern Writers have 
ſo miſerably miſtaken and miſrepreſented, as to charge thoſe 
Wiſe men, and Learned Philoſophers, with the moſt wild 
and abſurd Conceits, and thoſe great Advocates of the Ca- 
tholick Faith with the worſt of Hereſies, even Tritheiſm it 
ſelf. I can*t do right to my Cauſe, without doing right to 
theſe great Lights of the Church, in giving a plain account 
of this matter. 

And to explain what they meant by this Sameneſs and 
Identity of Nature, and to thew how groundleſs this Impu- 
tation of Tritheiſm is, I ſhall begin with their natural Proof 
and Demonſtration of the Unity of God againſt the Pagan 
Polytheiſm, which they unanimouſly reſolve into this Same- 
meſs and Identity of Nature, They prove, that there can 
be but One God, and One Divinity, becauſe the Divine 
Narure is not capable of the leaſt conceivable change and 
diverſity, which is neceſſary to make a Number : For what 
is, and always muſt be the ſame with it ſelf, cannot be ano- 
_ or a Second Nature ; and One Divinity is but Oae 

od. 

This they prove from all the Notions which we have of 


God, eſpecially that comprehenſwe One of an Abſolure and 
Perfe&t 
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without any 


| of change ; for all change and di- 
verſity fu - either. for the befter or for the worſe, and' 
Abſolute PerfeQtion can admit of neither ; and without di- 


verſity and alterity there can be but One. An Infinite Na+ 
ture, which nothing can diſtinguiſh from it ſelf, can be but 
One; and could we imagine any thing to be added to, or 
taken from it, to make this diſtinion, it would deſtroy, 


not only its Unity, but its Infinity too; it would indeed - 
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Perfedt Being; for Abſolute Perfection is,and can be but One, __ 
BING, of oh 


witnoghe — // 
IA 


make a Number, but not of abſolute perfeA Beings. 


If we conſider the Divine PerfeRions 
by themſelves, it is impoſſible to con- 
ceive any difference or diverſity, and 
conſequently any number in them : Is 
not Eternal Truth, and Infinite Wiſdom, 
and Omnipotent Power, always one and 
the ſame? Can Eternal Truth, and Infi- 
nite Wiſdom in any. thing vary from it 
ſelf, to make two Eternal Truths, and 

{ Tafinite Wiſdoms 2 Now remove all poſ- 
\ fible diverſity, and you neceſfarily de- 
: troy a plurality of Gods ; for a Perfe&t 
| Sameneſs and Identity muſt reduce us to 
the belief of One God : For what is per- 


' fetly the ſame, is not many, but one. 
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Well ! But can't there be more than one of theſe Erernal, 


infinitely Wiſe, infinitely Good, and Omnipotent Natures > 
No: For if this Nature muſt of neceſſity be always the ſame, 
and is unmade and felf-originated, it can be but one : Foy 
though in Created Natures ſeveral of the ſame kind may be 
made according to the ſame Pattern, there being nothing 
in the Idea of any Created Nature which hinders the mul- 
tiplication of irs Individuals, yet a Nature which ſabſiſts of 

| it 
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it felf; and is abſolutely uncapable of any diverſity, and 
conſequently of number, can be but One ; for a S:1f-ſub- 
ſiſting Nature muſt ſubſiſt according to its own Eſſential 
Idea, that is, according to its own Nature, and that is but 
One ; for as far as we can judge of theſe Matters, what we 
cannot poſſibly conceive ſhould ever be Two, we muſt con- 
clude to be One. 

But beſides this, theſe Fathers obſerved, That if there 
were more than one Selt-originated Divinity, or more Di- 
vine Natures than one , they muſt be divided and ſeparated 
from each other ; for it to the Sameneſs and Identity of Na- 
ture you add an inſeparable and indiviſible Union too, it is 
impoſſible they ſhould be more than One. And yet twoor 
more ſuch divided and ſeparated Natures are inconſiſtent 
with the Notion of a Divine Nature and Eſſence, which is 
ametyezAg., Uncircumſcribed, and Omnipreſent ; where- 
as two Divided and Separated Natures, which are not where 
each other is, muſt be Circumſcribed, and not Omnipre- 
ſent, and this deſtroys the abſolute PerteAtion of both ; ſor 
a confined and limited Preſence, as 1t 1s an imperfection it 
ſelf, ſo confines and limits all other Perfetions, as it confines 
Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs within a certain limited 
Sphere of Action. 

And now it may be, ſome may think that theſe Argu- 


'ments conclude as ſtrongly againſt a Trinity of Divine Per- 


ſons, each of which is by himſelf True and Perfect God, as 
againſt a plurality of Divided and Separate Divinitics ; and 
upon ſecond thoughts, I ſuſpe& this may be what our Con- 
fiderer intended in thoſe ſurprizing Arguments, of the Uni- 
ty of Idea, and the Unity of Poſition and Place, to prove, 
that there can be but one ſingle Perſon, in the true and pro- 
per notion of a Perſon, for an [»te/ligent Perſon, in the Tri- 
nity ; this to be ſure is the Argument which a Socinian Wri- 
ter alledges with ſo much triumph out of Arhexagoras to 
diſprove the Trinity , though that very Ancient and 

Learned 


Polytheiſm and the Trinity, and at the ſame time confutes 


the one, and profeſles the other ; which might have made 
that Author ſuſpe&, that he did not underſtand the true( 
' force of this Argument, ſince not only Arhenagoras, but all/ 
the other Fathers, thought it a good Argument againſt Po»! 
lytheiſm, and at the ſame time a Confutation of the Charge ) 
of Polytheiſm againſt the Faith of the Trinity. 

Gregory Nyſſen, and Damaſcen, and many others, having-, 
confured the Pagan Polytheiſm, or plurality of Gods from | 
the Sameneſs and Identity of the Divine Nature, which can / 


of Perſons and Hypoſtaſes in the perfe& Unity and Simpli- 
city of the Divine Nature, in oppoſition to the Jewiſh No- 
tion of One God, for One Single and Solitary Divine 
Perſon. 

And here they undertake to prove by Natural Argu= 
ments (of which poſſibly more hereafter) that the 79 $5, / 
or Divinity, muſt have an Eternal Subſiſting Word, which / 
is Life, Wiſdom, Power, all the ſame in his own Perſon 


that God is, but yet another Perſon: For the 72 4 is not Gr. Ny 
Y —_ . . . s ; 4 I _ .* 
22239 , the Divinity is not without Itg_Cooternal Word, «t. or. c.1. 


and Coeſſential Reaſon and Wiſdom 3 and the ſame they 
teach and prove concerning the Eternal Spirit ; fo that they 
make Father, Son, and Spirit, to be eſſential to One Divi- | 
nity, not as parts, but as perfetty whole and the fame in ' 
Three diſtint Hypoſtaſes, which they think neceſſarily in- 
cluded in_the PerfeQion 'of One Divinity, as Reaſon and 
Word is eſſential to a Created Mind. This is what they 
mean by the wiz <Fefrus 'Cp TE go THeians waz on, One Di- 
vinity in Three Perfet Hypoſtaſes; not that Three Hypo- 
ſtaſes are united, as it were ex po/t fafto, into One Divinity ; 
but that One Divinity does ſubſiſt Eternally, Eſſentially, 
and Inſeparably, in Three "1 which are neceſſary 
ro 


i 
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Learned Writer underſtood very well the difference between 


#* > 


admit of no change or diverſity, and therefore not of num-/—};. 
_ ber ; they immediately proceed to conſider the diſtintion, © 
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to compleat the 


Notion and Definition of One Divinity. 


[Thus it is certain Melanchton underſtood it, and therefore 
| rcjeQts the Definition which Plato gives of God, That he is 


' an Eternal Mind, 


though he owns 


the Cauſe of all Good in the World ; for 
it to be True and Learned, when rightly 


explained, yet he ſays it is defective, and muſt be ſupplied 


Deus eft eſſentia Spiritualis, intel.” 


ligens, werax, bona, pura, juſta, Mi- 
ſericors , liberrima , immenſe poten- 
tie & ſapientia, Pater aterniu, qui 
Filium imaginem ſuam ab aterno ge- 
nuit , Or Filius imago Patris coxter- 
na, & Spiritu Santlus procedens a 
"Patre & Filio, &'c, MelanQ. loci 
Theol, de Deo, 


by the Goſpel Revelation. That God is a 
Spiritual Intelligent Eſſence, Eternal, 
True, Good, Juſt, Merciful, moſt free, of 
Infinite Power aud Wiſdom , the Eternal 
Father, who from Eternity begat a Son, his 
own Tmage,and the Son, the Coeternal Image 
| of the Father, and the Holy Spirit , pro- 
ceeding from Father and Son. 


So that the Holy and Ever Bleſſed Trinity is but One 
[Eternal Coeſſential Divinity ; that were there more Divini- 
' ties than One, there muſt of neceſſity be more Trinities alſo, 
| according.to the DoArine of thete-Fathers ;- which is evi- 
| dence enough, that this Argument_againſt a plurality of 

Divinities from the, perfe& Sameneſs and Identity. of the Di- 


LY 


vine Nature, which can't be [multiplied , can't concern a 


Trinity of Rea 


cal Subſiſting Perſons in the fame One Eternal 


Undivided Divinity : For the fame One Divinity is not 
multiplied by a Trinity of Perſons Coeternal and Coeſſen- 
tial ; if this be the Nature and Unity of the Deity,” to Tubſiſt 
"whole and perfeAly in Three, which 'was the_conſtant 
Dodtrine of the Fathers, and which this Argument don't 
oppoſe; nay ſo far from it, that it as evidently proves the 
Unity of the Godhead in a 'Frinityof Perſons, as it confutes 
a Plurality of Godheads and Divinities; ' for if the Sameneſs 
andIdentity of Nature will not admit ofaPhlurality of Divini- 
| ties, then if Three are perfectly One and the fame in'Nature, 
they are but One Divinity, One God. Thus the Incircum- 
ſcriptibility or Qmnipreſence of the Divine Nature is a/good 
Argumentagainſt a Plurality of God's, or Divinities, which 


muſt 
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muſt be ſeparated, if they be more than One, and therefore" 
circumſcribed, or of a limited and confined preſence; but. / 
it is no Argument againit a Trinity of Perſons in the Unity | 


of Eflence, which are all mutually in each other, and there- =". 


fore equally UnconfineJ and Omnipreſent , and perfectly 
One by an Eſſential and Inſeparable Union. And are not 
theſe Eu now like to prove very notable Tritheites, who |} 
prove the impoſlibility, that there ſhould be more Divini- 
ties than One, ard tiie perfect Unity of the Godhead in a 
Trinity of Divine Perfons, from that perfect Sameneſs and - 
Identity of Nature which is between them ? | 
But yer for all this Tritheites they are and muſt be, if 
they acknowledge Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to be One 
God, in no other ſenſe than Peter, Fames, and Joby, are one 
Man; that is, becauſe they agree in the ſame common Na» 
ture, which has the ſame notion and definition, and is ups 
on that account One and the fame in all. This 1s whar / 
they are charged with, and 1 ſhould not have wondred at 
it, had only fome Careleſs and Unskiltul Readers charged . 
them with it, for they doſay ſomething which at firſt view 
may look like it ; but then ſuch Sayings as manifeſtly con- 
tradi their avowed Doctrine, not only in other places of 
their Writings, but in thoſe very Places where theſe Sayings 
are found, ought in all Reaſon and Juſtice to-be expounded: 
only by way of Analogy and accommodation, as Coritaimng, | 
ſome imperfect Image and Reſemblance of that, which Na- / 
rure has no-proper and adequate Example of. This muſt be 
allowed in all the Natural Repreſentations which are made 
by the Catholick Fathers of the Unity and Diſtinion:of the 
Ever-bleſled Trinity ; or there is nor one of them, but whar 
literally and Philoſophically applied, would furniſh out 
ſome new Hereſy: This I have already ſhewn in the Speci- 
fick Unity of the Divine Nature, which the Nicene Fathers 
did teach 1n a qualified Senſe ; though it appears from all 
I have ſaid in the laſt, and this preſent Seton, how far they 
Hh 2 were 
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were from thinking the Divine Nature to be a meer Species, 
or Logical Notion, though it has this reſemblance to a Spe- 
cies, that it is One and Common, but not merely e& 67192 
but Texſugr:, not in meer Notion and Idea, but by an actual 
Subſiſtence and Inexiſtence in all Three, being as perfely, 
wholly, indivifibly the ſame in all, and in each of the Di- 
vine Perſons, as a Specifick Nature is Notionally and Ideally 
one and the ſame in every individual of the ſame kind, which, 
as I have made appear, is that 7'avri7;, Sameneſs and Iden- 
tity of Nature, wherein they place the Unity of the God- 
head. And yet this is the only foundation of the preſent 
Charge, that they make Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; to be 
One God only by a Specifick Unity, as Three Individualsof 
the ſame kind and Species, ſuppoſe Peter, James, and John 
are one Man. That all this is a miſtake, is evident, becauſe 
theſe Fathers do not reſolve the Unity of the Godhead into 
a meer Specifick Ucity of4Nature; and the occaſion of this 
miſtake is great lnadvertency, as will appear in a very few 


words. 


* Gregory Nyſſen is principally charged with this Paradox, 
and in vindicating him, Ifhall vindicate all the reſt, 
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The Queſtion which '4b/abius defired 
him to reſolve, was this, That ſince Pe» 
ter, James, and John, though they have 
but one common Humanity, are yet 
called three Men ; and no man denies, 
bur that the name of Nature may be mul- 
tiplied, when there are more who are 
united in the ſame Nature, how comes it 
to paſs that we contradid this in the 
Myſtery of the Trinity 2 that we ac- 
knowledge Three Hypoſtaſes, who have 
the very ſame Nature, without the leaſt 
difference or diverſity, and yet teach, 
that the Divinity of Father, Son, and 

Holy 
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Holy Ghoſt, is but One, and forbid ſaying, that there are 
Three Gods? 

Now the better to underſtand the Father's Anſwer, we 
mu't obſerve that this was an Arian Objection againſt the 
Homoou/ion, or the perte&t Samenels, Indifference, and Equa- 
lity of Nature between Father and Son: For the deſign of 


it was, as St. Gregory himſelf obſerves, 


to reduce them to this dangerous Dilemma, 
either to aſſert Three Gods, which is un- 
lawful; or to deny the Divinity of the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, which is impious and 
abſurd. It they denied the Sameneſs 
and Equality of Nature, then the Son 


"Ardyun » Tis flag T6 
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and Holy Ghoſt are not True and 
Perfe& God, conſubſtantial with the Fa- 
ther ; or if Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt | 
have the ſame One Common Nature, and are perfectly 
conſubltantial, then they are Three Gods ; as Peter, James, 
and John, who have the ſame One Common Humanity, are 
Three Men ; and there is the very ſame reaſon for calling 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three Gods, that there is for 
calling Peter, James, and Fohn, Three Men; that is, the 
ſame Nature common to- them all. 

This was the Objection St. Gregory was to anſwer; and 
therefore his buſineſs was to prove, That Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt are not, and ought not to be called Three 
Gods, as Peter, James, and John, are and may be called 
Three Men; and therefore he muſt prove, That they are 
neither Three nor One, in the ſame ſenſe that Three Men 
are Three and One; for if they were, they would be as 
truly and properly Three Gods, as Peter, James, and Johy, 
are Three Men ; and no more One God, than they are / 
One Man; which had been to give up the Cauſe to the / 
Arians, inſtead of anſwering their Objection. . 


my. Ibid. 


This 
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This may ſatisfy any man, that thoſe Learned Perſons 
are very much miſtaken, who charge ſuch a ſenſe upon this 
Father, as is direQly contrary to his deſign ; for he under- 
ſtood the Laws of Reaſoning better. Neither he, nor any 
\ other Father I ever yer mer With, aſſerted that Perer, 
James, and John, were but One Man ; or that Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, are One God no otherwiſe than Peter, 
Fames, and John, are One Man; which yet is what has been 
eharged upon them. 

But does not Greg. Nyſſen ſay, That it 
2.08 wire pepmy xm ygu- IS 2 catachreſtical way of ſpeaking, tho 
viv mv cwiRHiag +) 79.7809 (wn) become common and familiar, to mul- 
ImgnAges T1 gun 227) dvr? 9 tinly thename of Nature with the Indi- 
7s gurus oyope Partuunkds 312 11; nals of the ſame Nature ? As to fay, 
2rg917, 2 ©0367 07. ING SY"  Thatthere are many Men, becauſe there 
are many who have the ſame Human 
CE Snoot Te weir £;- Norares —PBut if we would ſpeak accu- 
*124in, 2 of © 75 ever 773 Tately and properly, we ſhould fay that 
&vri Jus er, mIIG- Gar. there is but one Man, how many ſoever 
Gr. Nyif; Ibid. have the ſame Nature: And does not 
he apply this to. the Unity of God 2 
And can this have any other ſenfe, than that the 
fame Divine Nature makes Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
but One God, as the fame Human Nature makes all the 
Men in the World but one Man? The Interpretation of 
which ſeems to be, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 
as much Three Gods, as Peter, James, and John, are Three 
Men ; but that it is very improper to call either the one or 
the other Three, for they are but Oe, by One Common 

Nature. | 
Now this Father does indeed ſay, and ſo many others of 
them ſay, That the name of Nature ought not to be multj- 
plied with the Individuals; but he was far enough either 
from ſaying or thinking what he is charged with, That 
Peter, James, and Fohy, are not Three Men, but One Man ; 


POT -— 
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or 
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or that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are One God in no 
other ſenſe, but as Three Men ere One : And a due atten- 
dance to the Series of the Argument, would have diſcover- 
ed the Falſeneſs and Abſurdity of this Imputation ; which 
therefore I ſhall briefly explain. 

The 4r:an Objetion which St. Gregory undertook to an- 
ſwer, as I obſerved before, was this; That ſince the Catho- 
lick Church owned the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to 
be conſubſtantial, and to have the ſame undiverſified Na- 
ture, they mult for that reaſon be Three Gods ; as Peter, 
James, and Fohn, upon account of the ſame common Hu- 
manity, are acknowledged to be Three Men : That is, 
that whether in God or Man, the ſame Nature in Three 
.muſt make Three Individuals of the ſame Kind and-Spe- 
cies ; and therefore as-the ſame Human Nature in Three 
makes Three Men, ſo the ſame Divine Nature Three Gods. 

In anſwer to this, St, Gregory firſt obſerves, That it 1s 
not the fame commen Nature which diſtinguiſhes and mul- 
tiplies Individuals, no, not in Men: Peter, | A and Fohn, 
are not [Three -Individuals -in the Species of Humanity , 
merely by having-the ſame Nature ( which is the force of 
the Arian Obje&ion ); for what is perfetly the ſame in 
all, can't diſtinguiſh or multiply, them. And this.is plainly 
all that he means, when he ſays, Thar the;name of Nature 
ought not -to-be-ufed plurally; and-therefore Man being the 
name of Nature, and. ſignifying the ſame with Humanity, 
we.ought.no more, if: we ſpeak properly and Philoſophically, 
to:ſay Three Men,:than Three: Humanities, ' or Three Hu- 
man Natures ; for: he proves, that thename Han does: not 
diſtinguiſh one 'Man from another, nor can we fingle any 
particular Man out of: a Crowd: by that Compellation ; for 
there-is but One Man, . or Qne Huma- Bra 5 6. mim mip dv3pumy,- 
manity in them all; that name \not;be- meine, a6255 den), 5 9% 
longing primarily and immediately:to 19 barn, =o 5 ww is 
the [ndividuals as. fuch, but-to. thecam- 999195 Fir arfeon 
mon Nature, | Well ; 
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Well; but are there not Individual Men then, as well 
as a Common Nature? Yes, without doubt ; but they are 
diſtinguiſhed and multiplied, not by che Common Nature, 

OE OP ps which is the ſame in all, bur by ſuch pe- 
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This is not merely to criticize upon Words, or to diſpute 
againſt the common Forms of Speech, but to give a true 
Philoſophical Reaſon of their different Uſe, when applied 
to God and Creatures. We commonly call Peter, James, 
and John, Three Men, and right enough ; but then they 
are not Three Men merely upon account of the fame Com- 
mon Humanity in them all, ( which was the Arian» Ob- 
jection ); for Humanity is but One in all, and what is per- 
tetly One can't be numbred. To fay there are Three Hu- 
-manities, all Men grant to be abſurd; and yet it is to the 
full as abſurd, to fay that Peter, James, and Fohn, are Three 
Men, merely upon account of the ſame Humanity, ſtritly 
and preciſely taken, as to fay that there are Three Huma- 
nities: So that though Peter, James, and Fohx, could not 
be, nor be called Three Men, without the ſame Common 
Nature, yet ſome peculiar, diſtinguiſhing, diverſifying Pro- 
perties make them Three Men. Could Human Nature ſub- 
fiſt as perfetly and indiviſibly the fame in Three, as the 
perfect Idea of Humanity, their Perſons might be diſtin- 
puiſhed, but their Nature would be as perfectly One, as the 
1dea of Humanity is one and the. ſame in diſtint Minds ; 
and in this Caſe (as far as this perfe& Sameneſs of Nature 

 \can make them one, which, as T have obſerved, is not the 
'compleat Notion of 'the Divine Unity, though it be efſen- 
tial to it ) they might be called Three Human Perſons, but 
nor 
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not Three Men : But ſuch peculiag Properties as diverſify 
and thereby diſtinguiſh the ſame common Nature into Par- 
ticulars, make the Number : Which is one reaſon why we 
muſt not ſay Three Gods, as we do- Three Men, though 
the ſame Divinity be common to Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt ; becauſe this ſame One Divinity ſubſiſts whole and 
perfect, without the leaſt Change, Diverſity, or Alteration 
in Three: That though their Perſons are diſtin, the Di- 
vinity is perfectly One and the Same in All, and therefore 
they are but One God. 

So that theſe Fathers do not inſiſt on a mere Specifick 
Unity, but on the Sameneſs and Identity of the Divine 
Nature in Three, as the reaſon why we muſt not ſay that 
there are Three Gods; for the fame One undiverſified Divi- 
nity can be but One God. And therefore having anſwered 
that Popular Objection, That Peter, James, and Fohn, are 
allowed to be called Three Men, upon account of the ſame 
common Nature, by ſhewing that it is a great Popular Mi- 
ſtake, that merely the ſame One Common Nature makes 
them Three Men, or will juſtify their being called ſo; this 
Father proceeds to ſhew, That there is ſuch. an Unity be- 
tween Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as is not, and cannot 
be between any Three Creatures, though they partake of 
the ſame Common Nature: Such an Unity as makes Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, eſſentially One God, though 
Peter , James, and John, are Three Men. Nay, ſuch an 
Unity, as even a perfect, Sameneſs and Identity of Nature 
cannot make between Creatures who have an abſolute and 
ſeparate Subſiſtence. 

This gives a reaſonable Account of this whole Argument, 
and vindicates it from thoſe Abſurdities which are charged 
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on it. It was neceſſary to lay the Foundation of the Divine - 


Unity in the perfect and invariable Sameneſs and Identity 
of Nature: For if the Divine Nature in Three is not per- 


ſly the ſame, -it cannot be One ; for Diverſity and Alte- 
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rity makes a Number # But if it ſubſiſt as perfetly the 
ſame in Three, as its [dea is the ſame, it muſt be as perfectly 
one as its Idea is one. No, fay theſe A4riars, the fame Na- 
ture ſubſiſting in Three, becomes Three Individual Natures 
of the ſame Species; and the name of Nature muſt be mul- 
tiplied with the Individuals, as all allow it muſt be as to 
Men, who partake of the ſame Common Nature : For Pe- 
ter, Fames, and Fohn, are acknowledged to be Three Men, 
though they have but one common Humanity ; and by 
the ſame reaſon, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, muſt be 
Three Gods, if they have the ſame common Divinity. 

To which St. Gregory Nyſſen anſwers, That it is not the 
common Humanity which makes them Three Men ; for 
that which is but one and the ſame in all, can't diſtinguiſh 
or multiply them; and therefore in ſtrit and accurate 
ſpeaking, as Man ſignifies pure and abſtrated Humanity, 
we cannot properly ſay Three Men, becauſe there are not 
Three Humanities ; and accordingly, the name Mar does 
not and cannot diſtinguiſh one Man from another, nor is 
ever uſed to that purpoſe ; but that which multiplies Na- 
ture, and the name of Nature, are thoſe peculiar Proper- 
ties which diſtinguiſh and diverſify Nature, as well as Per- 
fons ; and thus the common Nature, with diverſifying Pro- 
perties, 47 owteny & arte wary, is diſtinguiſh'd and 
multiplied by a kind of Compoſition ; for the ſame Nature 
with one peculiar diverſifying Property, is diſtinguiſh'd 
from the fame Nature with other Properties ; and thus the 
ſame Nature divided and diſtinguiſh'd with theſe Properties, 
makes a Number, and gives the name of Nature to each 
Individual Perſon, and thus it is in all Creatures: But 
where the fame Nature ſubſiſts in Three , without any 
thing to diſtinguiſh or diverſify Nature, as it is in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, though the Perſons may be diſtinguiſh'd, the Na- 
ture and the name of Nature can- be but One: Which is 


the reaſon. why Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are but «ry 
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God, becauſe they have but One undiſtinguiſh'd , undi- 
verſified Nature, though their Perſons are diſtinct. 

This is the true Account of this Matter; which is fo far 
from ſuch a mere Specifick Unity of Nature as is between 
Three Men, that it is that very Sameneſs and Identity of 
Nature, which the Catholick Fathers make eſſential to the 
Unity of the Godhead. 

And the better to underſtand this, we muſt conſider 
their Philoſophy about Numbers ; for according to them, 
nothing properly but Alterity and Di- 


Diverſitas plures facit, wnitas pe+ 


verſity makes a Number: What 15 per Mm teſtatis excludit numer quantitatem, 
fetly the ſame, 1s but One, as Boetius quis unitas numcrus non eft , ſed hes 


tells us; not by a Singularity , but by a 
perfect Sameneſs and Identity of Nature. 
In this ſenſe it is, that Greg. Nazianzes, St. Baſil, and 
others, teach, That God is One, # «aus, ea quan, 
not in Number, but Nature ; whereby they do not mean 
that there are more Gods in Number than One ; but that 
the Unity of the Godhead does not conſiſt in the Unity of 
Number, but of Nature ; and that the Unity of Nature 
conſiſts in the invariable Sameneſs and Identity of it; and 
therefore where the Divinity is perfetly the ſame, there 
is but One God. Thus Greg. Nyſes tells 
us, That the ſame Divinity may be 
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numbred, and yet rejefs all Number ; Greg. Nyſſ. Catech. Or 


that is, the"Divinity may be numbred cap. 3. 

with the Perſons, as when we ſay the 

Father is God, the Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God ; 

| but the Divine Nature being perfetly the ſame in all, that 

can't be numbred ; that we muſt not fay there are Three 

' Gods, or Three Divinities, ach 

"  Broetius has given the beſt Account of this, according to 

the Philoſophy of the Ancients, by diſtinguiſhing between 

Numbers; tor he fays, Number is twofold, that by which 

we number, and that which is inthe things numbred: As 
Ii 2 to 
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to the firſt, the repetition of Units makes a Number, for 
One, and One, and One, are Three; and both the Catho- 
lick Fathers and Schools reje& this kind of Number, which 
is a Species of Quantity, trom the Divinity ; for God is un- 
der no Predicament, and therefore the Unity of God not 
reducible to the Predicament of Quantity ; for God is be- 
fore and above all Unity, as he is above Subſtance, above 
Eſſence, above every thing which we have any Notion 
or Conception of ; as Diony/tus the Areopagite ſpeaks. 

But as to the things numbred, the 
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Kumerus enim duplex oft , unus 
guidem, que numeramus, alter vers, 
equi in rebus numerabilibus conftat ; 
ergo mn numero quo numer amus, repe- 
ritio unitatum f acit pluralitatem ; m 
rerum vero numero 101 facit plurali- 
1atem unitatum repetitio, Boer. de 


duabus in Chriſto Naturis. 


Repetition of Units dces not multiply, 
or make a Number in things, where the 
Nature is perfely the fame ; for it is 
not a Repetition of Units, but Alterity 
and Diverfity , which multiplies Na- 
tures: To fay God, and God, and God, 


does not make Three Gods , becauſe 
there is but one and the ſame Divinity in Three : And this 
is what they mean by the Numerical Unity of the Divine 
Nature; not that Unity or Unit which is the beginning of 
Number, but the Unity of Sameneſs and Identity ; which 
Tho. Aquinas calls wnum non numero, fed re numerata ; One, 
not in the numbring Number, but in the thing mumbred ; 
or as the Fathers ſpeak, aot in Number, but Nature. 


The better to underſtand this matter, we muſt conſider 
what S:. Bafi/ diſcourſes about the Unity of God, in anfwer 
to thoſe who charged the Doctrine of 
the Trinity with 7ritheiſm; wiz. That 
they acknowledged One God, but not 
in Number ( the numbring Number ) 
but 1n Nature: For that which is Qce 
in Number, is not truly One, nor per- 
tetly Simple in Nature ; but all men 
acknowledge God to be the moſt Sim- 

ple 
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ple Uncompounded Being , and there- 
fore he is not One in the Notion of this 
numbring Number. 


This he proves by an induction of | 


particulars; we fay, the World is one in 
number, but not one in nature; for it 
is compounded of great variety of Crea- 
tures ; and we fay, one Man, but Man 
is compounded of Body and Soul ; and 
even any Angel is not perfely pure 
and ſimple, but is compounded of E\- 
ſence and Qualities, ſuch as Holineſs, 
which is not pure and ſimple Nature, 
for it may be ſeparated. He adds, that 
Number 1s a Species of quantity, and an- 
ſwers to the Queſtion, How many, 
which properly belongs to a Corporeal 
Nature : And indeed all Number 
denotes ſuch things as have a material, 
or at leaſt a circumſcribed and limited 
Nature, but Monad and Znity denote the 
Simple, Uncompounded, Uncircumſcri- 
bed Infinite Eſſence : And when he fays, 
That Number muſt belong to things of 
a Circumſcribed Nature, thereby he tells 
us, he means, not merely ſuch things as 
are circumſcribed by Place, which pro» 
perly belongs to Bodies ; but all ſuch 
Natures as have a limited and confined 
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Idea, as all Created Natures, whether Body or Spirit, have, 
whoſe Natures are limited, circumſcribed, fixt and deter- 
mined by that Infinite Mind, which gives being to them. 
The meaning of all which is this, That to make a Num- 
ber, there muſt be Alterity and Diverſity in Nature, or a: 


ſeparate Exiſtence : Bur a Perfect, Simple, 
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Nature, can admit of no poſſible alteration and diverſity 
for the ſame Nature can never differ from it ſelf, without 
ſome kind of compoſition ; and where there is no difference 
and diverſity, therecan be no number, and an Infinite Un- 
circumſcribed Nature can never be divided and ſeparated, or 
ſubGſt a-part, and therefore can't be numbred : So that 
Number can belong only to Created Natures, which are 
compounded and finite, and therefore by ſome diverſifying 
Qualities or AﬀeCtions, and a ſeparate Ex.ſtence may be di- 
ſtinguiſhed into Individuals, which may be numbred; but 
the Unity of the Divine Nature, which is a Perfe& Indivi- 
ſible, Uncompounded, Infinite Monad, 1s not the Unity of 
Number , but a Perfe Invariable Sameneſs and Identity, 
and an Indiviſible, inſeparable Union. 

Now ſome Men, who do not duly attend to the nature 
and deſign of theſe Reaſonings, apply all this to prove the. 
Perfect Singularity of the Divine Eſſence, in the moſt ſtrict 
and proper notion of Singularity, as that ſignifies One in 
Number ; which contradicts the whole Intention of this 
Hypotheſis, -which is to prove, that the Unity of God does 
not conſiſt in the Unity of Number, but of Nature ; and 
that the Unity of the Divine Nature is not a Unity of Num- 


| ber, but a Unity of Sameneſs, Identity, and Inſeparability. 


This is a Matter of great conſequence, and therefore let us 
conſider it over again. 

This diſtinction between the Unity of Number, and the 
Unity of Nature, was alledged by the Catholick Fathers to 
avoid the Charge of Tritheiſm : The Sabe/ians and Arians 
aſſerted the Unity of God to be a Unity of Number ; thac 
One Divinity is not One, unleſs it be One in Number, One 
Single Solitary Divine Nature: And this, fay they, is in- 
conſiſtent with the Trinity of Divine Perſons, each of which 
is in his own Perſon True and Perfect God : For Three ſuch 
D:vine Perſons muſt be Three Gods, Three Divinittes, if 
cach Divine Pcrſon have the True Perf. Divine Nature in 

himſelf, 
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himſelf; and it is impoſſible to underſtand what a Divine 
Perſon is, without the Divine Nature: , So that if the Father 
be God, the Son God, the Holy Ghoſt God, if Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, be Three, they muſt be Three Gods. 

This was the great Difficulty, and it is the only material 
Difficulty to this day. To have aſſerted but One Singular 
Divine Nature, which is but One in Number, had given up 
the Cauſe to the Sahe/ians or Artans : For then either Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are but Three Names or Of- 
fices of the ſame One Divine Perſon, who is the One God, 
as the Sabe/ians taught : Or Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
are not a Conſubſtantial Trinity , but the Father alone is 
God, and the Son and Holy Ghoſt but mere Creatures, 
how Excellent Creatures ſoever they are. 

On the other hand, ſhould they have denied that Three 
Ones make Three, this had been falſe counting, as the S- 
cinians tell us now ; and therefore to avoid both theſe Ex- 
tremes, they diſtinguiſh between the Number by which we 
reckon, and the thing which is numbred ; and thus they 
find a Real Trinity in Perfe&t Unity : As Greg. Nyſſen tells 
vs, That 7awro, the very ſame thing, the fame Divinity, is 
both numbred, and not ſubjet to Number : It may ſo far 
be numbred with the Perſons, as each Divine Perſon 
has the whole and perfe&t Divinity in himſelf, but 
yet the Divinity can't be numbred ; not becauſe it is 
One Single Solitary Divinity, for it really ſubſiſts in Three ; 
but by reaſon of that perfet Sameneſs and Identity, which 
admits of no Number ; for that which is perfealy one 
and the ſame in Three,. can't be numbred. 

Had they thought of ſuch a Singularity of the Divine 
Nature, as 15 but One in Number, they muſt have diſputed 
at another rate againſt Sabe/ians and Arianss Would they 
have taughr, That the Divinity may be numbred,, and yet 
is without Number 2 Which is impoſlible to be true of the 
ſame (ingular Divinity, which is but One in Number, and 
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therefore can never be. more than One in Number ; that is, 
in that Father's ſenſe, cannot be numbred, much lefs can 
the ſame Singular Nature be numbred, and incapable of 
Number, that is, be One, and More than One. | 

Would they have taken ſo much pains to prove, That 
Sameneſs and Identity of Nature excludes all Number ; if 
by this they had meant the Samenels and Identity of  Singu- 
larity, as the ſame thing is one and the ſame thing with it 
ſelf, which is no great Myſtery? And is it not evident, 
that this whole Diſpute is concerning the Unity of the Di- 
vine Nature in Three diſtin Perſons, and conſequently, 
concerning that Sameneſs and Identity of Nature which is 
between Three who have the ſame Nature, and therefore 
not One in the Notion of Singularity, which is One in 
Number, not in the Sameneſs and Identity of. Nature ? 

Would they have inſiſted on that diſtinftion of Units in 
Number, and Units in Nature; that the firſt multiplies, 
the ſecond does not, had they believed that there are no 
Units in the Divinity ; not One, and One, and One, but 
only One Singular Divinity ? At leaſt, could Boetius, who 
ſo particularly explains and urges this diſtinQion, intend to 
prove by it the Singularity of the Divine Eſſence, when at 
the ſame time he defines a Perſon to be the Individual Sub- 
ſtance of a Rational Nature; and aſſigns this diſtinion as 
the Reaſon why though we number Three in the ſame Di- 
vinity, yet there are not Three Divinities, or Three Di- 
vine Natures or Eſſences; becauſe the Repetition of Units 
inthe thing to be numbred, where there is a perfeA Same- 
neſs and Identity of Nature, makes no Number? 

In this ſenſe it was, that the Schools aflerted the Singu- 
larity of the Divine Subſtance ; becauſe the Divine Sub- 
ſtance, by reaſon of its perſe& Sameneſs and Identity can'c 
be numbred, and what can't be numbred, they call a Sin- 
gular Subſtance : But they expreſly reje& {( as the Catho- 
lick Fathers did ) Singularity in the ſenſe of Solitude, 'as it 

ſignifies 
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ſgnifies one alone by himſelf, without any Communion 
or Fellowſhip (conſortium) with any other in the ſame Di- 
vine Eſſence. And therefore the Maſter of the Sentences pee; 
expreſly diſtinguiſhes between Diverſity, Singularity or So- Lomb. 
litude, and Unity and Trinity , Diſtinion and Identity. ib. I. 
Now let any man judge, what that Unity is, which is not 
Singularity or Solitude, but a Unity in Trinity ; and what 
that DiſtinRion is, which is perfe&t Identity without any 
Diverſity : For my part I can make nothing of it, but this 
perfect Sameneſs and [dentity of Nature in Three, which 
numbers Perſons, but not Natures. | 

Efſtius takes notice of that Objection againſt the Trinity, 
That the Father is God, and the Son is God, therefore the 
Father is the Son 3 which Conſequence is reſolved into that 
Maxim, Quecunque eadem ſunt uni tertio, eadem ſunt inter 
ſe, whatever things are the ſame with the ſame Third, are 
the ſame with each other : To which he anſwers, That this 
Rule holds true only where the Third is a perfet Singular : 
Deus autem non prorſus ſingulare nomen eſt, but God is not up- 
on all Accounts a name of Singularity, that is, does not fig- 
nify One only who is God ; but ſignifies ſuch a Singular Na- 
ture as is communicable to Three, Sgnificat enim Naturam 
Singalarem, ſed que communicari poſſit tribus ſuppoſitis : That xaius, 
is, It is not a Singular Nature, with the Singularity of ſfo- #6: r. 
litude, becauſe it is communicable, and can ſubſiſt diſtintly Fo. ba 
in Three, but only with the Singularity of Identity, as he 
explains it from St. Hilary, Diſt. 23. Se. 4. to which he 
refers his Reader. So that though the Schools did uſe this 
Phraſe of a Singular Nature and Subſtance, which the Catho- 
lick Fathers rejeted as Sabe/lianiſm, yet they did not uſe it 
in that Senſe, which the Fathers rejeted, for One Solitary 
Nature, which can be but One Perſon ; and therefore Eſtius 
obſerves, that Aquinas uſes this name of Singularity, when 
applied to the Divinity, non fmpliciter, ſed cum cautela, not 
ſimply and abſolutely, but with _—_ and qualifies it with 
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wt fic liceat loqui, if I may have leave fo to ſpeak: And he 
imitates this Caution himſelf, Dj/#. 23. Se. x. when he tells 
us, That the Divine Eſſence may quodam ſenſu in a certain 
ſenſe be ſaid to be individual, as it neither is a Genus nor 
Species, but res una numero, © ut ita dicamus finzularis, nu- 


' merically One, and if we may fay fo, Singular ; though it 


be not individual, in the ſenſe that Boetius defines a Perſon 
to be an Individual Subſtance, becauſe it is not incommuni- 
cable. 

This ſhews, That though the Schools have in this Que- 
ſtion changed the Ancient Catholick Language, by teach- 
ing, That the Divine Eflence is 7/na Numero, & Singular, 
One in Number, and Singular 3 whereas the Catholick Fa- 
thers denied that God was One in Number, but only in Na- 
ture, and denied the Singularity of the Divine Nature (which 
Confuſion, and appearing ContradiCtion of Terms occaſions 
great Miſtakes) yet they meant the very ſame thing, and 
their Philoſophy about Singularity and Number was the 
ſame: For they taught a Communicable Singularity of Na- 
ture, which is oppoſed to a Sabell/ian Solitude, and rejeted 
the numbring Number from the Divinity. They univer- 
fally deny, That God is One in that ſenſe of Unity, which 
is the beginning of Number : For Number is a Species of 
Quantity, & mnaſcitur ex divifione continui, is made by Di- 
viſion ; and to aſſert God to be One in this Senſe, is to af- 
cribe Quantity to him ; for nothing can be thus One, but 
what has Magnitude and Figure, that is, nothing but Body ; 
for Number, as it is a Species of Quantity, can belong to 
nothing, but Body, which has diviſible Parts, and Exten- 
ſions, and Magnitude, which may be One or more. This 
is certainly true, as to that kind of Number, which is a 
Species of Quantity ; for that can meaſure only ſuch things 
as have Quantity : But then they were ſenſible, that other 
Beings are numbred beſides Bodies, even Incorporeal Spi- 
rits, who have no Quantity, Parts, or Diviſibility, _— 

encle 
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theſe we number, when we ſay, a Hundred, or Thouſands, 
or Millions of Angels. This they own, and call it a Tranf- 
cendental Number, that is, ſuch a Number as is not reduced 
to the Predicament of Quantity : But that is little to the 
purpoſe ; if Spirits, which have no Quantity may be num- 
bred, what is it that makes a Number in them? And why 
may not Number then belong to the Divinity, though it be 
not quantum, have no Predicamental, that is, Corporeal 
Quantity 2 To this they anſwer, That this Tranſcendental 
nity adds no form to the thing, but only fignifies the thing it 
ſelf, as undivided from it ſelf : Well! But it this beall, then 
God, who is thus indiviſible from himſelf, may as properly 
be called One, as One Angel is faid to be One : No, fay they, 
For to entitle any thing even to this Tranſcendental Nume»- 
rical Unity, ratione ret ſubjeitz Naturam ejus deſignat ut lis 
mitatam, atque extra res alias pofitam, it mult be conſidered 
to have a Finite and Limited Nature, and to ſubſiſt ſeparate» 
ly from all other Beings, and to be diverſified from each 
other in Nature or Qualities. Res una ab alia, Natura vel 
qualitatibus diſcreta intelligitur. But now Unity in God, 
though it reſemble this Tranſcendental Unity, as adding no 
Form to God; that is, not ſuppoſing him to be Corporeal, 
as the Predicamental Unity does, yet it does not ſignify any 
thing limited and finite in God ; but only his Undivided In- 
ſeparable Being: As Number in God (that is, the Trinity ) 
does ſignify the real diſtinQion of Three, Non ita tamen, ut ea 
plura Natura vel Qualitatibus diſcreta intelligantur, & fin- 
gula ſuis velut limitibus circumſepta. But not fo, as if theſe 
Three were diſtinguiſhed and ſeparated by Nature and Qua- 
lities, or as if each of them had their own Separate and Cir- 
cumſcribed Bounds and Limits. 

This is the Account Etius gives us of Unity and Number 
in God, diſt. 24. ſef.1. which perfetly agrees with that 
Account I have already given of this matter from St. Baft/ - 
That an Infinite, Undiverſified, Indivifible Nature ( as the 
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Eternal Divinity is) is neither One nor Three, in the fame 

Senſe, and for the fame Reaſons, which = theſe Deno- 

minations to any Created Beings. And therefore there are 

no Arguments in Nature to confute the Unity of the God- 

\ head / a Trinity of proper Subſiſting Perſons, nor a Tri- 

' nity of Perſons from the Unity of the Godhead, becauſe 

/ + Threeand One in God do not ſignify what they doin Crea- 
.- - tures. 

This appeared a great difficulty to the Maſter of the Sen- 

. tences, That ſince we neither allow of Diverſity nor Singu- 

&f.23- larity, Multiplicity nor Solitude in the Trinity, what ſhould 

be the meaning of One, and Two, and Three, of Trinity 

and Plurality, and Diſtin&ion, as when we ſay, One God, 

Two Perſons, Three Perſons, more Perſons, diſtin& Per- 

ſons; or a diſtinQion of Perſons, Plurality of Perſons, a 

Trinity of Perſons, which ſeems to aſcribe a Numerical 

Quantity, a Multitude and Multiplicity to God. To this 

the Maſter anſwers, That theſe words, when applied to 

God, are rather intended to remove every thing from God, 

which 1s inconſiſtent with the Perfe&t Simplicity of the Di- 

vine Nature, than poſitively to affirm any thing of him : 

This Anſwer does not pleaſe Eftzus, becauſe it ſeems to im- 

ply, that God is not in a true and proper Senſe One and 

Three; but this is his own Miſtake: For Peter Lombard 

meant no more but this, That though God be in the moſt 

perfe&t ſenſe One and Three, yet thoſe poſitive Ideas, which 

we have of One, or Two, or Three, of Diſtin&ion, and 

Trinity, when applied to Creatures, do not belong to the 

Divine Nature ; and therefore we muſt conceive of them in 

God, rather by way of Negation, than by any poſitive [deas, 

by denying ſuch things of God, as are inconſiſtent with the 

Perfect Simplicity of his Nature; which is true of moſt other 

Divine PerfeCtions, that we have rather a negative than 

poſitive conception of them, as attributed to God ; for Wil- 

dom, and Power, and Goodneſs in God, are no _ re- 

ucible 
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ducible under the Predicament of Quality, as they are in 
Creatures, than the Unity of God is reducible to the Pre- 
dicament of Quantity. 

Thus he tells us, when we ſay One God, we thereby cx- 
clude more Gods, but do not attribute the quantity of 
Number to God; that is, we do not mean that there is 
One God, in that Notion of One as it is the beginning of 
Number, which is a Species of Quantity, for ſo nothing 
can be One, but what has Quantity, which God has nor: 
Thus when we fay, One Father, and One Son, the meaning 
is, that there are not many Fathers, nor many Sons. When 
we ſay there are more Perſons, we exclude Singularity and 
Solitude, but donot introduce Diverſity or Multplicity into 
the Divine Nature. Thus Three Perſons does not ſignify 
the Quantity of Number, or any Diverſity (as it is in 
Creatures ) but only determines our Thoughts to Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, that each of theſe Perſons is in the 
Godhead, and none elſe. Diſtinft Perſons, or Diſtinftion of 
Perſons, excludes Confuſion and Mixture ; ſignifies that they 
are Another and Another, without any Diverlity, or Sabel- 
lian Confuſion. The meaning of which is, That we muſt 
not form ſuch a Notion of One God, as we have of One 
Man, nor of Three Perſons, as of Three Men ; but muft 
acknowledge One God, in oppoſition to more Gods, or 
more Divinities; and Three Perſons, in oppoſition to Sin- 
gularity and Solitude in the Divinity : All which reſolves 
it ſelf into the Unity of Identity, which excludes both all 
manner of Diverſity, and Singularity and Solitude. 
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Concerning the Diſtinftion of Perſons in the Unity and 
Identity of the Divme Eſſence. 


| Hh I'S fairly brings me to the Third Enquiry I pro- 
poſed, concerning the Real DiſtinAion of the Di- 
vine Perſons, in the pertet Sameneſs and Identity of Na- 
ture; how wecan diſtinguiſh Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
when their Nature is perfetly One, by the Unity of Iden- 
tity and Sameneſs. This is the Seat of moſt of thoſe nice 
diſtinQtions which we meet with both in the Fathers and 
Schools, and therefore it deſerves to be carefully examined ; 
for a ſenfible Account of this Matter would anſwer many 
oreat Difficulties in the DoQtrine of the Trinity : And to 
this purpoſe I ſhall firſt give a general Account of it, accord- 
ing to thoſe Principles which I have now laid down; and 
then more particularly explain what the Fathers and Schools 
fay of it ; which will appear to be no ſuch Myſterious 
Nonſenſe, as the Adverfaries of our Holy Faith would re- 
preſent it to be. 


1. The general Account of this is very ſhort: The Ca- 
tholick Fathers univerſally teach, That Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are each of them by himſelf in his own pro- 
per Perſon, True and Perfet God: That the fame One 
Whole Undivided Divinity ſubſiſts diſtintly-in each of 
them: That the Perſon of the Father, as he is True and 
Perfe&t God, is the whole Divinity 3 That the Perſon of 
the Son, as True and Perfe&t God, is alſo the ſame One 
Whole Divinity ; and ſo of the Holy Ghoſt: That this 
Divinity is One and the Same, not by an Unity of Singula- 

rity 
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rity and Solitude, which is irreconcilable with the Notion 
of a Real Trinity ; for One Singular Divinity can be but 
One Single Divine Perſon ; but by the Unity of S1meneſs 
and Identity, which admits of a Trinity of ſubſiſting Per- 
ſons in the ſame undiverſified Nature : That whatever the 
Father is, That the Son is, and that the Holy Ghoſt is. 

That a Divine Perſon is nothing but the Divine Nature 
and Eſſence ; for the perfet abſolute Simplicity of God 
admits of no imaginable Compoſition, not ſo much as of 
Nature and Swppofitum, or that which is the ſubjeCt of all 
Natural Powers, as it is in Created Beings. 

This makes it very evident that theſe Divine Perſons are 
not diſtinguiſhed by Nature; for there is nothing in Nature 
to diſtinguiſh them, it being perfeAly and invariably the 
famein all; and where there is no diſtintion, there can 
be no Number ; for which reaſon they will not allow that 
the Divine Eſſence is multiplied with the Perſons, there 
being but wiz Js57;, one and the ſame Divinity in them all. 

They agree farther, That the Divine Perſons are incom- 
municable : That the Perſon of the Father is not, and can 
never be the Perſon of the Son ; nor the Perſon of the Son, 
the Perſon of the Father; nor the Perſon of the Holy 
Ghoſt, the Perſon either of Father or Son. 

But then this ſeems to make the difficulty inſuperable ; 
That if a Divine Perſon be nothing elſe but the Divine Na- 
ture, how there ſhould be Three ſuch diſtint incommuni- 
cable Perſons in the fame undivided, undiſtinguiſhed Divi- 
nity? Why we may not call Three Divine Perſons, who 
have each of them the whole Divine Nature diſtinQly and 
incommunicably, Three Divinities, as well as Three Di- 
vine Perſons, when a Divine Perſon is nothing elſe but the 
Divinity ? And then Three diſtin Perſons muſt be Three 
diſtin Divinities. | 

This Unity and Diſtinion in the Godhead has always 


been acknowledged by the Catholick Fathers to be a _ 
| an 
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and Inexplicable Myſtery, a wonderful Union, and won- 
derful Diſtintion. Damaſcen, as I obſerved above, tells us, 
That the Divine Nature, though ſubſiſting in Three Per- 
ſons, is & egxygmn, really and actually One, not merely 
notionally One, as Human Nature is, which ſubſiſts only 
in Individuals, and has a particular, diſtin, ſeparate Sub- 
ſiſtence in every particular Man , and therefore can be One 
in its Individuals in no other ſenſe, but only as the ſame 
common Notion and Definition of Humanity belongs to 
them all; that is, Human Nature is One in all the Men in 
the World, not by a Real Subſiſting, but by a Specifick No- 
tional Unity : But the Divine Nature is One with a Real 
Subſiſting Unity, being perfeRly the ſame in Three, with- 
out any Diviſion or Separation: And an indiviſible, inſepa- 
rable, undiverſified 'Same, is really and aQtually One, ac- 
cording to the moſt ſimple Notions we can form of Unity. 

But what room then does this leave for a Real Trinity of 
Perſons, in this One, Simple, Uncompounded, Indiviſible, 
Inſeparable Nature? 

To this he anſwers, That this Real Diſtintion of Per-_ 
ſons in the perte& Unity and Simplicity of Nature, may be 
known and underſtood by Reaſon, though there be nothing 
in Nature to diſtinguiſh them. Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are upon all ac- 
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perfe Unity. 

The Divine Nature is Infinite and Un- 
circumſcribed, and therefore the Divine 
Perſons cannot be divided and ſeparated 
from each other , but are perfetly in 
each other, without Confuſion. The 
Divine Nature is perfetly One in Three, 
by the Unity of Sameneſs and Identity, 
and thercfore there can be no diverſity 
or diviſion of Will, or Counſel, or Ope- 
ration, or Power : Now a Nature which 
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This proves a Real Diſtinion, without any Diverſity, 
Diviſion, or Szparation, and therefore a Real Diſtinion in 
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is perfetly the ſame, and undivided, 
muſt be perfetly One. But then Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, are certainly Three ; for He who begets, is not He 
who is begotten, for nothing begets it ſelf: To beget, and 
to be begotten, and to procced, are the Characters of Per 
ſons, and can belong only to True, Real, Subſtantial Per- 
ſons: He who begets, muſt be a Perſon, and fo muſt He 
who is begotten, and He who proceeds; they have each of 
them 7! 7i2c4 © vomgzorw; , Whatever makes a compleat 
and perfeR Perſon; but then theſe Three can never meet 
in the ſame Perſon, and conſequently muſt diſtinguiſh Per- 
ſons; for the ſame Perſon can't be unbegotten, begotten, 
and proceed; can'c be the Cauſe, and that which 1s cauſed. 
This is demonſtratively certain, That a begotten and un- 
begotten Perſon, and conſequently a begotten and unbe- 
gotten Nature (a Divine Perſon being nothing elſe but the 
Divine Nature) are and muſt be Two, and never can be 
each other ; and therefore this diſtinguiſhes Perſons, though 
it makes no diſtinction or diverſity in the Divine Eſſence ; 
asthe Catholick Fathers proved againſt the Arians, that to 
be unbegotten, and to be begotten, does not. But to be 
unbegotten, to be begotten , _ to proceed , whatever 
you 
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you will call them, whether Perſonal Properties, or Modes 
of Subſiſtence, though they do not make the Perſons, that 
is, are not the formal Notion of a Perſon, yet they cer 
tainly diſtinguiſh them, or prove them to be asdiſtin&t and 
incommunicable, as Unbegotten, Begotten, and Proceed» 
ing ; for if theſe Terms or Characters can never ſignity each 
otier, then the Perſons charaQterized by them can never 
be each other: And this is all the diſtinftion that can bein 
an undiſtinguiſhed, undiverſified, undivided Etffence. 

Well ; bur itill the difficulty remains, how to diſtinguiſh 


: betwecn Eſſence and Perſon in God; for it Perſon be Na- 


turc and Efſence, and each Perſon diſtinctly in himſelf be 
the whole Divine Eſſence, or the whole Divinity, how can 
we avoid acknowledging Three Eſſences, and Three Divi- 


' Nities, as well as Three Perſons in the Trinity 2 Now the 


account of this muſt be taken from the nature of that Di- 
ſtintion and Unity which is in God; for ſuch a Diſtini- 
on as does not deſtroy the Unity, can't multiply Natures, 
though it diſtinguiſhes Perſons. Each Perſon is the Divine 
Nature, but without any diverſity, diviſion, or ſeparation 
of the Divinity ; and what is Identically and Indiviſibly the 


ſame, is but One. The Divine Nature, as ſelf-originated and 


unbegotten,is the Perſon of the Father ; as communicated by 
Generation,is thePerſon of the Son: as proceeding, is the Per- 
ſon of the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe are Three; but the Son is be- 
gotten of the Subſtance of his Father,and the HolyGhoſt pro- 
ceeds from Father and Son, without any diverſity, diviſion, 
or ſeparation of Subſtance, and therefore the D:vinity is 
but One. The Divine Nature ſubliſts. diilinatly and in- 
communicably in Three , according to their diſtin Cha- 
raters of Unbegotten, Begotten , and Proceeding ; and 
theſe we call Perſons, becauſe they bear ſome Analogy to 
Individuals in created Beings, which in an Intelligent Na- 
ture are called Perſons; but they are not Three Divinities, 


becauſe the Divine Nature, though it be diſtin, yet is un- 
diverſtficd, 
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diverſified, and undivided in Three, and therefore is but 
One in Three, 

This ſeems to me a verv intelligible Account of a Tri- 
nity in Unity, and the difference between Perſon and Eſ- 
ſence, though a D.vine Perſon is the Divine Eſſence. When 
we diſtinguiſh between Perſon and Eſſence, and ſay there 
are Three Perſons and One Eſſence, by Eſſence we mean 
an undiſtinguiſhed, undivided Divinity, which is but One; 
by Three Perſons we mean the Divine Eſſence, unbegotren, 
and communicated by Generation, and Proceſſion, which are 
really diſtinct Perſons, and ſubſiſt diſtintly,but 11 the Unity 
of an undiſtinguiſhed and undivided Divinity ; which makes 
them really and actually Three and Oae ; the ſame without 
diverſity, and diſtin without diviſion. And this ſeems to be 
the reaſon why the Catholick Fathers,tho they called the Di- 
vine Perſons Tres Res, and Teiz neXyuare,. and Tres Sub- 
ſiſtentes, Three Things, and Three that ſubliſt , yet were 
more cautious in calling them Three Natures, or Eſſences, 
or Subſtances ( though there are ſome Examples of this 
kind ), becauſe though the Divine Eſſence ſubſiſts diſtintly 
in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, which makes them Three 
Diſtin, Real, Subſiſting Perſons, yet the Divine Nature 
is not diſtinguiſhed nor ſeparated, but is perfely One, 
Same , Undivided Eſſence ; and therefore 7/na Subſtantia, 
though not Znus Sub/itens ; One Subſtance, though not 
One, but Three, that ſubſilt. | 

What I have thus briefly repreſented, I hope I have pro- 
ved in the Firſt Chapter, from the Authority of Scripture, 
and Reaſon founded on Scripture : And from what I have 
already diſcourſed of the Doctrine of the Fathers, it may 
appear to careful and intelligent Readers, who uſe ſuch Ap- 
plication as this Argument deſerves and requires, that 
this is their Unanimous Sznle alſo. But yet as far as it is 
poſlible, to clear this Matter more fully, and vindicate the 
Fathers and Schools from thoſe CY ny 
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and Contradictions which are generally charged on them in 
ſo concerning an Article, I ſhall reaſſume this Matter, and 
particularly ſhew, 


r- That what they call a Divine Perſon, is the Divine 
Eſſence and Subſtance, and nothing elſe. 

2. That this Divine Eſſence and Subſtance, as conſtituting 
theſe Divine Perſons, is proper and peculiar to each, and 
incommunicable to one another ; and therefore that this 
Divine Eſſence and Subſtance, as ſubſiſting diſtinaly in 
Three, is no more numerically One, than their Perſons 
are One. 

3. What difference they made between Nature and Eſ- 
ſence, and Hypoſtaſis and Perſon. 

4- Whether the Catholick Faith of a Real and Subſtan- 
tial Trinity, can be as reaſonably and intelligibly explained 
by the Notion of One Singular Subſtance in the Divinity, 
as by aſſerting Three Perſonal Subſtances or Suppoſitums : 
And whether the Singularity of the Divine Eſſence in this 
Notion, deliver the Aſſerters of it from any Inconveniences 
and ObjeRions which the contrary Opinion is thought lia- 


ble to. 


x. As for the firſt, That a Divine Perſon is the Divine 
Eſſence, it is and muſt be in ſome fenſe acknowledged by 
all who profeſs the Faith of a Real Trinity ; for there can- 
not be a Real Trinity of Divine Perſons, if each Perſon be 
not True and Perfect God, that is, the whole Divinity, or 
Divine Nature and Eſſence. And therefore thoſe who aſſert 
in the ſtricteſt ſenſe the Singularity of the Divine Eſſence, 
yet aſſert, That this One Singular Eſſence ſubſiſts diſtinly 
in each Divine Perſon ; which, whether it be to be under- 
ſtood or not, yet is an acknowledgment that there is no cor.- 
cciving a Divine Perſon without the Divine Eſſence : But 
we need not be beholden to any man for this Conceſſion, for 
the thing is plain and evident in all Catholick Writers. 

Fetavius 
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Petavius has very critically obſerved the different uſe of 
Words in Cutholick Writers, relating to this Venerable My- 
ſtery ; ſuch as Eſſence, Nature, Subitance, Hypoſtaſis, Sub- 
ſiſtence, Perſon, &c. which ſometimes occaſioned great 
Miſunderſtandings between them, and is to this day made 
a pretence of charging the Fathers with great Uncertainty 
and Obſcurity, and with contradicting each other, and 
themſclves. 

This of late has been much inſiſted on, in order to diſpa- 
rage the Authority of the Fathers, as Zealous, Contentious 
Bigots, who neither underſtood one another , nor them» 
ſelves, nor the Catholick Faith, but ſo confounded Terms, 
that we can never certainly know what they meant; or 
uſed ſuch dangerous Terms, that if we rely too much upon 
them, we may eaſily miſtake Hcreſy for the Catholick Faith. 
Were this true, our Caſe would be very bad ; but two or 
three Obſervations will ſet this matter ih a clear light, 


7. That very Ambiguity which the Fathers are charged 
with in the uſe of Words, does certainly prove, that by a 
Divine Perſon, they meant the Divine Eſſence, Nature, and 
Subſtance. | 

The plain Caſe is this. The Catholick Fathers did univer- 
fally own and profeſs a Trinity in Unity, Three Perſons, and 
One God ; So that there was no difference in rheir Faith, 
how different ſoever their words were : The moſt common 
Terms, whereby they expreſt the Unity of the Godhead, 
were us ga, wiz pyng, Vna Efſentia, Vna Natura, na Subs 
ftantia; One Eflence, One Nature, One Subſtance ; anda 
Trinity,they called 7p&; xan;z ow, Three Hypoltaſes; and the 
Latins Three Perſons ; but fomerimes we meet in undoubt- 
ed Catholick Writers with the dire& contrary Expreſſions, 
ſuch as Tpas 8nx, TpAs pvres, Tres Subſtantie, & jiz ron, 
Three Eſſznces, Three Natures, Three Subſtances, and One 
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tradition is by ſaying, That when theſe Fathers uſe ſuch 
Expreſſions, as Three Eſſences, Three Natures, Three Sub- 
ſtances, they do not underſtand this of Three divers, or ſpe- 
cifically different, Eiſences, Natures, Subſtances, which is 
Arianiſm, but of Three Perſons ; and when they affirm, that 
there is but One Hypoſtaſts , they do not by One Hypoſta- 
fis mean One Perſon, which is Sabellianiſm, but One Na- 
ture, Eſſence, or Subſtance : As we knew this very Con= 
troverſy about One or Three Hypoſtiaſes, was thus com- 
poſed in the Alexandrian Synod, where 4thaxafius prelided : 
And nodoubt but this is the truc Solution, ſince thoſe, who 
were neither Artans, nor S.4be!lians, could not underſtand 
ſuch Expreſſions in any other ſenſe. 

But then the Queſtion lill remains, How this Ambigui- 
ty ſhould happen, or how it comes to paſs, that ſuch 
contradictory Terms, as One Eſſence, and Three Eſſences, 
One Subſtance, and Three Subſtances, One Hypoſtaſis, and 
Three Hypoſtaſes, ſhould both be Orthodox and Ca- 
tholick. 

Now the only Account I can give of this matter, is 
this ; That theſe Terms, Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance, Hy- 
poſtaſis ( which originally ſignifies Subſtance, of which 
more preſently) may ſignify, as the Philoſopher ſpeaks, ei- 
ther the Firſt or Second Subſtance; either the common Na- 
ture, which has the ſame notion and definition, common to 
the whole Kind, as Humanity, which is the ſame in all 
Men; or a Singular Subſiſting Nature, and Subſtance, which 
in Creatures we call Individuals,and in reaſonable Creatures, 
Perſons : Now in analogy to this common Specifick: Na- 
ture, which is one and the ſame in all its Individuals, the 
Catholick Fathers tavght but One Eſſence, Nature, Sub- 
ſtance, and in this ſenſe but One Hypoſtaſis in the Godhead, 
that is, a Conſubſlantial Trinity , in analogy to the ſeveral 
Indivicuals of the ſame Specics, in whom only this common 
Nature did really and aQtuaily ſul{iſt 3 they ordinarily aſſert- 

cd 
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ed Three Hypoſtaſes, ſometimes, as we ſee, Three Natures, 
and Eſſences, and Subſtances, in the Trinity, that is, Three 
Real, Subſtantial, ſubſiſting Perſons; and in this ſenſe, Three 
Eſl:nces, Three Natures, Three Subſtances, was accounted 
Caitholick DoQrine. St. 7ilary allows Tria in Subſtantza, 
or Tres Subſt1n'ias, Three in Sabitance, or Three Subſtances, 
tor Tres Subſiftentium Perſonas, Three Subſiſting Perſons. 
And St. Greg. Nyſen, in anſwer to Eunomius, who allerted 
TE&5 8izs, Three Eſſences, or Subſtances, ſays, That if he 
underſtood this diſtintion of Subſtances only in oppoſition 
to Sabellius, who gave three Names to one Suppoſitum, or 
Subſtance, that not only he, but all Catholick Chriſtians, 
alſented to it : His only fault being in this Caſe, that he uſes 

improper words, Three Eſſences, for Three Hypoſlaſes, 
Now that which I obſerve from hence is this, That had 
they not believed each Divine Perſon to be diſtintly by 
himſelf the Divine Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance, there 
could never have been any occaſion for this Diſpute about 
One Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance, Hypoſtaſis, and Three 
Eſſences, Natures, Subſtances, Hypoſtaſes; nor for that 
known Diſtinction, by which they reconciled this difference 
bet ween Eſſence and Hypoſtafis, that the firſt ſignifies ſome- 
thing analogous to a Common Specifick Nature, the ſecond 
to Individuals, If the Divine Nature ſubſiſted in Singula- 
rity, or were but One Singular Subſiſting Nature , Eſſence 
and Hypoſtaſis mult ſignify the ſame thing ; for sna, Eſſence 
is Subſtance, and fo is Hypoltaſis, and in this ſenſe, they 
mult both ſignify a firſt Subſtance, and then one ſingular 
Subſiſting Nature or Subſtance ; and three ſingular Subſiſt- 
ing Natures and Sabſtances, is an irreconcilable Contra- 
diction. Had the Singularity of the Divine Nature been 
the Catholick Faich, we ſhould never have heard of the 
9191 8912, & 4919 go, of the Common Nature and Ellence 
of the Divinity ; tor Singular and Common are expreſs Con- 
tradiftions, and a Singular Subliſting Nature can as 
thing, 
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thing analogous in it to a Commen Specifick Nature : If 
each Divine Perſon be not the Divine Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
ſtance, there can be no Pretence, that Efſtnce and Sub- 
ſtance: ſhould ever ſignify a Perſon, nor can any Interpreta- 
tion make Three Ellences and Subſtances Catholick Do- 
Arine, if there be no ſenſe, wherein Three Perſons may 
Orthodoxly be called Three Eſlences and Subſtances; as 
there can't be, if a Perſon, as a Perſon, be not Eſſence and 
Subſtance: And on the other hand, it Hypoſtaſis, which is 
the peculiar and appropriate Name whereby the Greet Fa- 
thers denote a Perſon, do not ſignify Eſſence and Sub- 
ſtance, it could never be Orthodox to ſay, that there is but 
One Hy poſtaſis, no more than it 1s to fay, that there is but 
One Perſon in the Trinity. 

2. But to ſet aſide this Diſpute concerning Three Ef- 
ſences, Three Natures, Three Subſtances, and One Hypo- 
ſtaſis in the Trinity, which though allowed to be Catholick, 
yet were ſparingly and cautiouſly uſed, becauſe they were 
liable to Heretical Senſes ; I obſerve farther, That theſe 
words, Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance, are diſtintly applied 
to each Perſon of the Holy Trinity, which could not be 
Orthodox, were not each Perſon diſtin&tly in himſelf, Eſ- 
ſence, Nature, Subſtance. | 

What [ have already diſcourſed with relation to Sabe/a- 
niſm, and upon ſeveral other occaſions, ſufficiently proves 
this, and I ſhall not trouble my Readers with a needleſs 
Repetition : Petavias owns it, and has given ſeveral In- 
ſtances of it, That &z, pIns, Efſentia, Natura, Subſtantia, 
do not always ſignify the common Eſſence of the Divinity, 
but the Divine Perſons ; tht the golw mules; is the Perſon 
of the Father, and the gz y3 the Perſon of the Son, which 
is undoubtedly true ; bur (till Efſence ſignifies Efſence, and 
Nature Nature, and Subſtance Subſtance 3 and the only 
reaſon he has to fay, That in this conſtruction the Words 
ſignify a Perſon, is becauſe they are uſed ſingularly, and 
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conſtrued with the name of a. Perſon , as the Eſſence and 
Subſtance of the Father, ! or of the Son : But this is no rea- 
fon, if the Eſſence be not the Perſon ; 'if the Eſſence of the 
Father do not fignify that Eſſence which is the Perſon of 
the Father ; and the Eſſence of the Son, that Eflence which 
1s the Perſon of the Son: For if a Divine Perſon be not the 
Divine Eſſence, Eflence can never fignify Perſon : And yet 
af they do believe that each Divine Perſon: is by himſelf -in 
his own Perſon Eſſence and Subſtance, the whole' undivi- 
ded Divinity, I cannot imagine the reaſon of this Criticiſm, 
why they ſhould be more atraid to ſay the Eſſence and Sub- 
Nance of the Father, than the Perſon of the Father, unleſs 
it be, that this does-not ſo well agree with their Notion of 
the ſingularity of the Divine Eſſence, as 1 doubt'indeed' it 
will nor, eſpecially if we add, the «)%m1G. and Yorrry gn, 
the Unbegotten and begotten Subſtance, the one the Per- 
fon of the Father, the other of the Son; of which more here- 
after; but this is not to learn our Faith from the Fathers, 
but to expound them by our preconceived Opinions. 

34ly, I obſerve farther, That all thoſe words, which are 
more peculiarly appropriated to fignify the Divine Perſons, 
werealways uſed by Catholick Writers in the notion of Sub- 
ſtance,and were never thought Catholick in any other ſeaſe. 

Hypoſtaſis is the moſt received word 'among the Greek 
Fathers, to ſignify a Perſon; and One Eſſence and Three 
Hy poſtaſes was the Catholick Language. Now it is agreed 
on all hands, That Hypoſtaſis literally ſignifies Subſtance j 


and as I have already obſerved; theonly diſpute about it /__.... 


v o 


was, that ſome by Hypoſtaſis underſtood the Common 
Nature and Subſtance in the notion of Eflence, and 


for that reaſon afſerted, That there is but One Hypoe, 
ſtaſis, as there is but One Eſſence in the Trinity ;\ 
others underſtood a ſingular Subſiſting Nature and Sub-/ 


tance, and in this ſenſe afſerted Three Hypoſtaſes ; but! 
none of them ever underſtood Hypoſtaſis in any other) 
M m notion, 
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notion, but that of Subſtance , either a Common, or Indi- 
vidual Subſtance: And to prevent this bn, as far as 
they could, which might conceal very different Hereſies, 
Sabellianiſm on one hand, and Arianiſm on the other, and 
many times occaſioned the Orthodox to ſuſpect each other 
of theſe oppoſite Hereſies, though Eſſence and Hypoſtaſis 
ſignified much the ſame thing, yet they appropriated the 
name Eſlence to ſignify a Common Nature and Subſtance, 
and Hypoſtaſis to ſignify Individuals : As we learn from 
St. Bafil, Greg. Nyſſen, Damaſcen, and many other Catho- 
lick Writers, who aſlign this difference between Eſſence 
and Hypoſtaſis. 

But yet this did not wholly ſilence this Diſpute among the 
Greeks, much lefs did it fatisfy the Latin Fathers, who knew 
no difference between Efſentia & Sub/tantia, but tranſlated 
the FHemornfion by Unius Saubſtantiz; and therefore it was 
as great Hereſy to them to ſay Three Subſtances ( as they 
tranſlated the Greek Hypoſtaſes)) as to ſay Three Eſſences 
in the Trinity-: St. Au/tix profeſies, That he knew not what 
the Greeks meant by One Eſſence, and Three Subſtances; 
and for the ſame reaſon, it is well known, St. Ferom rejected 
Three Subſtances, for both by Eſſence and Subſtance they 
underſtood a Common Nature, which made it Hereſy in- 
deed to aſſert Three Subſtances, which in this acceptation 
of the word muſt ſignify Three divers Subſtances, which 
ſpecifically differ : And therefore tho they did not reje the 
Greek Faith, but did believe as heartily as they, that each 
Perſon by himſelf was perfet Hypoſtaſis and Subſtance, and 
rejeted the Sabellian One Hypoſtafts, and One Subſtance ; yet 
they did not like the Phraſe of Three Hypoſtaſes, and Three 
Subſtances ; for they knew no difference between Three 
Subſtances and Three Efſences, and by both underſtood 
Three different Kinds and Species of Beings. And for 
this Reaſon, both to ſecure the Catholick Faith from fuch 
2 diverſity and difſimilitude of Nature, as Three Eflences 

and 
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and Subſtances may ſignify, and from a Sabe/l;an Unity 
and Singularity, they choſe ſuch words, as fignified a Real 
Perfe& Subſiſting Being, but did not immediatly and for- 
mally ſignify Eſſence and Subſtance, tho they did neceſſarily 
ſuppoſe and connote it. Such among the Greeks are 
Onraptic, ypnucty TEKY Hy Warmrenuylav, among the Latins , 
ſubſiſtentia, ſuppoſitum, res, ens : Exiſtence, Subſiſtence, 
Subje@, Pnet/ Ao Thing, Being, which every one ſees, 
muſt ſignify ſomething as real, as Eſſence, and Subſtance, 
and muſt neceflarily include Efſence and Subſtance in their 
very notion; and that thus they were uſed by the Catholick 
Fathers, Petavius proves 'by numerous Quotations, which 
the Reader may conſult at his leiſure. And though ſome 
of theſe words are ſometimes uſed ſingularly of all Three 
Divine Perſons in the notion of a Common Eflence and 
Subſtance, as' vi, Texyug, xrnea, res, in which 
ſenſe St. Auſtin called the Trinity unam ſummam rem, yet both 
Fathers and Schoolmen did without any ſcruple uſe them 
in the plural number, Tp; uraptas, reiz mexyugle, Tein 
nxeuhue , tres ſubfiſtentie, tres res, tria ſuppoſita, tria 
entia realia, that the Divine Perions were Three Exiſten- 
ces, Three Subfiſtencies, Three Suppofitums; Three Things, 
Three Real Beings ; and why not. then Three Eſſences, 
and Three Subſtances, ſince every /uppo/itum, every Thing, 
every Real Being, is Eſſence. and Subſtance ; the reaſon of 
which is plainly this, That Eſſence and Subſtance, unleſs 
qualified with ſome limiting Adjuadts, ſignify the formal 
Reaſons of things, and can'c be multiplied. without diverſi- 
ty ; whereas the other Terms ſignify nothing but Real and 
Actual Exiſtence, which does not diverſify, and therefore 
not multiply , the Eflence; for Three Suppofitums , Three 
Subje&ts, Three Things, Three.Real Beings, may have One 
Efſence, Nature, and Subſtance, formally, identically, and 
invariably the ſame. 
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to aſſert Three Eſſences in the Godhead. From whence 
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But there is ſome diſpute about the uſe of thoſe 


words, Exiſtence and Subſiſtence, Petavius . obſerves a 


great difference between the Ancient and Modern uſe of 
them : That the Ancients uſed them in a: Concrete Senſe 
for Perſon and Subſtance, that which does really exiſt 
and ſubſiſt, as he proves by ſeveral Quotations 3 but 
that the Schoolmen uſe them 'in an abſtra& Senſe, for 
the modifications of Subſtance, which they call Modes, 
which together with the Subſtance conſtitute what we 
call' Perfons (of which more hereafter) and this may 
be true as to ſome later Schoolmen ; but the more 
Ancient, and many Modern Schoolmen, retained the 
Old Catholick uſe of the words; and Suarez could trace 
the DoQrrine of Modes no higher than Durandus. 

Peter Lombard is expreſs in it,” That Three Perſons 
are tres ſubhitentie, tres entes, Three Subſiſtencies, Three 
Brings, and tres 'ſubfitentie vel entes, G&- ſubfitentie vel 
ſubjiſtentes, Subſiſtencies or Beings, Subſiſtencies of thoſe 
that ſubſiſt. | 


Thus Tho. Aquinas tells us, That Perſons are res ſab- 


mw. 73% #tentes ,' ſubſiſting' things : And in anſwer to that Ob- 


j:Ction "againſt a” plurality of Perſons in the Godhead, 
that a Perſon, according to Boetius, being rationalis m4- 
ture individua ſubſtantia, the Individual Subſtance of a 


Rarional- Nature 3 if there be a plurality of Perſons m 
" the' Godhead, there muſt' conſequently be a plurality of 
Subſtances ; he tells us, That Subſtance either ſignifies 


the Eſſence, or the Swppoſitum; that in this laſt ſenſe it 
1s uſed in the definition of a Perſon, as appears by the 
addition of {ndividual, which is what the Greeks call 
Hyprſtafis, and: therefore aſſert Three Hypoſtaſes ( In- 


- dividual Sabſtances )' as 'we do Three: Perſons ; bur we 
'don'c uſe to fay Three Subſtances, by reaſon of the 


equivocal uſe of the word, leſt we ſhould be thovght 


It 
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it is plain , that by Three Subſiſten- 
cies, Tho. Aquinas underſtood Three 
that ſubſiſt ; Three Individual Subſtances, 
in the Notion of Three diſtinct Supprfe 
tums, though not of Three different E(- 
ſences ; for this is the true diſtinftion he 
makes between Suppoſitum and Ellence, 
that they both ſignify Subſtance, but the 
one ſignifies as Matter, and the other as 
Form ; and therefore the Plurality of 
Suppoſitums or Subſiſtencies does not 
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liter tres perſonas, & tres ſubſiſten- 
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multiply te Eſſence or Form, for Three may be perfectly 
One in Nature and Eſſence ; but to multiply Eſſences, to 
fay there are Three Natures, or Three Eſſences, is to diver- 
ſify them, and to make Three Gods ſpecifically and efſen- 


tially different. 


After this, I need not add much concerning the Notion | 


of Perſon. 


The Cicerontan ſenſe of this word ( too much 


in uſe of late), wherein the ſame Man may be ſaid to ſuſtain j \ 
ſeveral Perſons, according to his different Relations, Offi- 
ces, and Quality, has ( as I have obſerved before ) beer, 
rejected by all Catholick Writers, as SabeZianiſm. 
St. Auſtin, generally ſpeaking, is the Text to the Maſter 
of the Szntences, and He to the Schoolmen; and that Fa- 
ther is expreſs in it, that Perſon is Eſence and Subſtance ; 
that the Perſon of the Father is the Eſſence and Subſtance of 
the Father : From whoſe Authority P. Lombard concludes, 


That Perſon is uſed in the Notion of 
Subſtance ; That when we fay the Father 
is a Perſon, the ſenſe 1s, the Father is the 
Divine Effence. He obſerves trom the 
ſame Father, that the Latzzs uſed Perſon 
in the ſame ſenſe that the Greeks uſed 
Hypoltzfis, which in Lazin literally f1g- 


Ecce expreſſe dicitur, quid Perſons 
ſecundum ſubſtantiam dicitur, ut cam 
dicitur , Pater eft Perſona, bue ft 
ſenſur,Pater eſt divina «ſſentia; ſimili» 
ter cum dicitur, Filius ct Perſona, 
Spiritus Santtus eft Perſona, id eſt, 
aivina cſentia, Lomb. diſt. 23, 
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nifies Subſtance.; but yet they were very cautious of fay- 
ing Three Subſtances, as the Greeks did Three Hypoſtaſes ; 
becauſe though the Greeks diſtinguiſhed between Elſence 
and Subſtance, that Eſſence expreſſed the formal Nature of 
things, Subſtance what in Creatures we call the Matter or 


Suppofitum, yet the Latins knew no ſuch diſtinQion ; and 
therefore Three Subſtances to them was the ſame with 


Three Eſſences, which would aſſert a diverſity in the Di- 
vine Nature : And this he ſhews was the only Objeion 
St. Hierom had againſt Three Subſtances, or Three Hypo- 
ſtaſes, which he allowed in the Notion of 7res Perſonas 
ſubſitentes, Three ſubſiſting Perſons, but not of Three Na- 
tures or Eſſences ; and this Solution he acquieſces in, That 
Tres Perſong ſunt Tres Subſtantie, ſcilicet, Tres Entes, pro 
uo Graeci dicunt Tres Hypoſtaſes ; That Three Perſons are 
hree Subſtances, that is, Three Real Beings, which the 
Greeks call Three Hypoſtaſes. And though he obſerves 
that Perſon may ſometimes ſignify that 


Hoc etiam modo ſane poteſft accip: 
perſona in premiſſis locutionibus, cum 
dicitur alia eft perſona Patris, alia 
filit, id eft , alia eft proprietas, qui 
pater ct pater, alia, qud filings eſt fi- 
lins, alia, qud ſpiritus ſanftus eſt ſpi* 
ritus ſanfius, Ita etiam nomine per- 
ſene quidam proprictates inteligere 
wolunt, cum dicuntur tres perſons ; 
ſed melius eft ut ſubſitentias wel hypo- 
flaſes intelligamus , cum dicimns tres 
perſonas. Ex pradiftis colligitur, quod 
momen perſona in Trinitate triplicem 
Fenet intelligentiam ; eft enim ubi fa- 
it inteligentiam eſſentia, & eft ubi 
facit intelligentiam hypoſtaſir, &+ eff 
whi facit intelligentiam proprietatic: 


Diſt. 25+ 


ſence, and fo of th 


Perſonal Property whereby one Divine 
Perſon is diſtinguiſhed from another, 
yet he will not allow us tocall Three 
Perſons Three Properties , but Three 
Subſiſtencies, or Three: Hypoſtaſes; for 
the Property is not the Perſon, but only 
diſtinguiſhes Perſons ; of which more 
hereafter. And he reduces the ſeveral 
acceptations of Perſon, as uſed in the 
Dottrine of the Trinity, to theſe three. 
1. That it ſometimes ſignifies the Di- 
vine Eſſence, as it does when we ſpeak 
ſingularly of any One Perſon ; for the 
Perſon of the Father is the Divine E(- 
e Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. 2. Sub- 


ſiſtencies and Hypoſtaſes, as when we ſpeak in the Plural 
Number, Three Perſons are Three Subſiſtencies, Three 
Hypo- 


Soclinlian Controverſy. 
Hy poſtaſes, but «nius Eſſentie, of one and the ſame El- 


ſence. 3. A Property, as when we diſtinguiſh the Perſons. 


by their Perſonal Properties. 
Fhomas Aquinas, and generally the Schools, receive and 


vindicate that Definition which Boetius gives of a Perſon, 
That it is the Individual Subſtance of a Rational Nature, 
as I have already obſerved, whereby they expreſly tell us, 


that they underſtand Ariſtotle's Subtantia Prima, or a Sub- 


ſiſting Individual. 

St. Auſtin thought that the Greeks might as well have 
uſed Proſopon as Hypoſtaſts, for what the Latins called Per- 
ſon; and why they rather ſaid Hypoſtaſis, he could not tell, 
unleſs perhaps the Propriety of their Language required it ; 
and this was the truth of the Caſe; for egmmy was a very 
ambiguous word, taken originally from the Stage, . as Per- 
ſonaalſo was,and ſignified that Vizor which was put over the 


Face, to repreſent the Perſon whom they intended to ac,. 


and ſo was uſed to ſignify a mere Appearance and Repre- 
ſentation , not a Real Subſiſting Perſon ; and therefore 
St. Baſil tells us, That the Sabeliavs who owned but One 
Eſſence and Hypoſtafis in God , yet @ggmmronmaddly wa © 
yeupns Rapipes, that the Scripture repreſented God under 
different Perſonal Appearances, ſometimes as the Father, 


ſometimes as the Son, or Holy Spirit; and adds, That. 


therefore thoſe who affirm that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 


are but & w wry, One in Subjet, Hypoſtaſis, or 


Sauppofitum , but Teiz megowmra TiRac, Three perfect Per- 
fons, or Proſopa,. or Appearances, juſtify the Charge of Sas« 
bellianiſm imputed by the Arians to the Catholicks. And 
in another place he tells us, That thoſe who ſay that Ef- 
ſence and Hypoſtaſis are the ſame, are forced to acknow- 
ledge =r;owre wy Hepes , only different' Proſopa, © 
Appearances; and while they are afraid to own Tp 12anged = 
o«;, Three Hypoſtaſes, they relapſe into the Sabe/ian He- 


refy. And therefore Petavins truly obſerves, That though 
the 
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the Catholick Fathers did not ſcruple the uſe of this term 
Proſopont vet they uſed it in the ſenſe of Hypoſtaſts ; and 
the Notion of Hypoſtaſis joined with Proſopon, makes up 
the true Catholick Notion of a Perton, 
One l:qzer:di ratlones ene as CUTIUGELTEY & UPz TE DOgTwTH, TEK 

> 1 7 TTY THT TINS m- . _ . \ 
ME Gagere 8 Trmmauarer , vogue a ras LY nos has Arburluy, & ” 
drverſas ſolum cjuidem individu OWMNS IITHOE( , which , as he ſays 5 
funtbumes & wipyeingquibus appel'a nyroves that theſe Perſons have not one 


tienes varie compiiant —— ſcd di- 


werfitatom lam & mul-iplicitercn in NUMPIE mx pero, or Supprfitum, nor are 
ſebjeBo ofſe revera, ac rria omnino x merely different Functions and Energies 
fe diftins, & ſulſiſtentibur [ys Of the fame Individual Being , but that 
1 94 4 5 pai the Diverſity and Multiplicity is in the 
Subje@ it ſelf, and that there are Three 

truly and really diſtin, and that ſubſiſt diſtinly. 

This I hope 1s a ſufficient Proof of the firſt thing propo- 
ſed, That a Divine P-rſon is the Divine Eſſence and Sub- 
ftance ; but I added alſo, That it is nothing elſe ;. and [ 
muſt ſpeak ſomething briefly to this. 

The abſolute Simplicity of the Divine Nature, which 
admits of no kind of Compoſition, neither of Parts, nor 

_ of Subſtance and Accident, nor of Nature and Suppoſitum, 
that which has, and that which 1s had, 1s the univerſal Do- 
Qrine both of the Catholick Fathers and Schools, as I need 
not prove ; and the neceſſary Conſequence of this is, That 
a Divine Perſon can be nothing elſe but the Divine Nature, 
Eſlence, and Subſtance ; for were a Divine Perſon the Di- 
vine Nature and ſomething elſe, there muſt be a Compoſi- 
tion in the Divine Naturc, ſomething ſupcradded to it, to 
make it a Perſon. 

The Unity of the D;vine Nature in a Trinity of Per- 
ſons, as I have ſhewn at: Jarpe, is reſolved into the perfet 
invariable S:meneſs and Identity of Nature (the rwrir; 
8nzs ) in Three; and therefore each Divine Perſon muſt be 
rhe whole D;vine Nature and Eſſence, and nothing clle ; 
tor otherwiſe the Divine Eſſence cou!d not Le perfely 

one 
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one and the ſame in Three, but would be diſtinguiſhed and 
multiplied by ſome new Accidents and Modifications, as Hu- 
man Nature is in diſtin Human Perſons. | 

A Trinity of Perſons is a known Objeftion againſt the 
abſolute Simplicity of the Divine Nature and the Anſwer 
to it is as well known, That thoſe Relations which diſtin- 
guiſh Perſons, make no Compoſition in the Divine Nature ; 
and then a Perſon can be nothing elſe but the Divine Na- 
ture, if there be no Compoſition to make a Perſon : But of 
this more preſently. 
 2dly, Thenext thing I propoſed was this, That accord- 
1og to the Doctrine both of Fathers and Schools, the Di- 
vine Eſſence and Subſtance, as ſubſiſting diſtinly in Three, 
1s proper and peculiar to each, and incommunicable to one 
another. 

This is ſo univerſally acknowledged by all who own real 
and ſubſtantial Perſons, that I need fay little of it." I have 
produced ſeveral expreſs Teſtimonies already out of the Fa- 
thers to this purpoſe ; and indeed to ſay, That the Subſtance 
of each Perſon is proper and incommunicable, is no more 
than to ſay that their Perſons are incommunicable ; that the 
Father is not, and never can be the Son, nor the Son the Fa= 
ther, nor the Holy Spirit either Father or Son; which is. 
| What they meant by wweiw; rerhe & xwweiws y%, properly 
and appropriately Father and Son ; that the Father never 
was nor-can-be a Son, nor the Son a Father. Thus their 
difterent Characters prove an jincommunicable diſtintion 
between them : The Son is the Image of God, cixay gnwdV; 
& Coon, a Living Subſlantial Image ; but the Image, . tho 
by an Identity of Nature it is the fame with the Proto- 
type, yet it is not and never can be the Prototype ; not 
imaginale, but inaaginalis imago, as Viftorinus Afer (peaks ; 
not the Perſon, nor Perſonal Subſtance of the Father, but 
the expreſs Image of his Perſon and Subſtance. 
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In Beretius's Definition of a Perſon by individua ſubſtantia, 
the Schools, as far as I have obſerved, univerſally under- 
ſtand incommunicabilis ſubſtantia, an tncommunicable Sub- 
ſtance ; and therefore, as I obſerved before, thongh they aſ- 
ſert the Divine Eſſence to be fingularis, yet it 18 ſingularis 
communicabilis, a communicable Singular ; but a Perſon is 
ſubſtantia individua, or ſingularis incommunicabilis, a ſingular 
incommunicable Subſtance. 

Now this ſtarted a great Difficulty ; How the Eſlence 
and Subſtance of the Father, which is but One, can be 
both communicable and incommunicable. The Perſon of 
the Father, which is his Divine Eſſence, is incommunica- 
ble, and yet the Father communicates his own Divine 
Nature and Eſſence to the Son and Holy Spirit, without 
communicating his Perſon. 

Of the ſame Nature is what the Schools teach concern- 
ing the Divine Generation and Proceſſion. They allow that 
the Father does truly and properly, not metaphorically, be« 
get the Son, and that the Son is truly and properly begot- 
ten; and that the Father by Divine Generation communi- 
cates the Divine Eſſence to the Son ; and that the Son has 
all that he has from the Father, and is all that the Father's, 
excepting that he is not the Father, but the Son : And yer 
they will not allow that the Divine Eſſence either begets, 
or 15 begotten, or proceeds. 

They have a great Authority againſt them in this, as 
they all own ; for the Fathers made no ſcruple tofay, That 
God begat God , Efſence Eſſence, Wiſdom- Wiſdom, Life 
Life ; and that the Son is begotten, and only begotten God, 
God of God, Light of Light, Wiſdom of Wiſdom, and be- 
gotten Wiſdom. Upon theſe Authorities Richardus Vidort- 
##us contends earneſtly, that we ought in plain terms to 
own, That Subſtance begets Subſtance, and that thofe who 
deny it, reje& the Dodtrine of all-the Carholick Fathers : 
But Peter Lombard, and moſt other Schoolmen, __—_ | 

ince 
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ſince the Council of Lateran, juſtify themſelves in this mat- 
ter, by ſaying, That the Fathers intended no more in ſuch 
expreſſions, than what they themſelves own, though they 
rejeft that -way of ſpeaking, When the Fathers taught, 
That God begat God, E e Eſſence, Subſtance Sub- 
ſtance, Wiſdom Wiſdom, Life Life, they meant no more, 
than that the Father, who is God, Eſſeace, Subſtance, Wi 
dom, Life, -begat his Son, who is alſo truly and really God, 
Eſſence , Subſtance , Wiſdom, Life; and-the reaſon” why 
they rather choſe to ſay, That the Father, who is God, 
and Eſſence, and Wiſdom, begets the Son, who is God, and 
Eſſence, and Wiſdom, &&c. than to fay , That God begets 
God, Eſſence; Eſſence, Wiſdom Wiſdom , is this, Becauſe 
God, and Edence, | and\ Wiſdom, &c. ſignify abſolutely, 
and ſo may multiply Gods, Eſſences, Wiſdoms ; as when 
we ſay Man begets a Man, the begotten Man is as abſolute- 
ly a Man, as he who begets ; and he who begets, and he 
who is begotten, notwithſtanding their relation, are twoab- 
ſolute Men; And- therefore, to prevent all ſuch miſtakes, 
and to. ſecure the Catholick Faith of the Real Diſtin@ion 
of - Perſons and Supprfitams in perfet Unity, without'the 
leaſt diverſity or multiplication of Effence, they attributed 
Active Generation to the Perſon of the Father, and Paſſive 
Generation to the Perſon, of the Son; which proves a Real 
Diſtinction of Perſons and Suppofitums ( for he|whoibegets 
cannot be he who is begotten), and yer preferyes|the Uni- 
ty. and Identity of the Divine Nature. | | 5 

But how can this be, if Perſon and Eſſence , Suppofitum 
and Nature be the ſame, as it 'is in God ? For then if the 
Perſon be begotten, the Efſence, which is thac Perfan, muſt 
be begotten” alſo; and if the Perſon! begets ,1 the, Eflenoe 
mult beget. . Now this is in ſome ſenle true;: and therefore 
the Catholick Fathers promiſcuouſly uſed theſe rerms; 
That the Father begets a Son, or God begets God, or Eſ- 


ſence begets Efſence ; and the Schools themſelves own, 
Nnz That 


. 
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That the Father, who is God, begets the Son deitatem ha» 
bentem, who has the Divinity, the Divine Nature and Ef- 
ſence, and has it by his Generation and Birth ; which in 
reality is the ſame, though they thought the expreſſion 
leſs liable to miſtake. For the truth of the Caſe is this ; 
The Schools, that aſſerted the perfeAt Singularity of the 
Divine Eſſence, fenced againſt all Expreſſions of an abſo- 
lute ſignification, which multiplied Natures ; for Two abſo- 
lute Natyres cannot be ſingularly One ; and therefore would 
not ſay, that Nature and Eſſence begets, or is begotten 
for in theſe Propoſitions, the terms Nature and Eſſence, un- 
| leſs qualified and reſtrained, ſignify abſolutely, and fo infer 
, Two abſolute Natures and Eſſences, that which begets, and 
that which is begotten; and therefore they rather call thisa 
Communication than a Generation of 'Nature', becauſe 
this laft ſignifies relatively : .That which is' commu- 
nicated,, may be a Singular Nature, which ſubſiſts di 
ſtintly in more than one, but with a neceſſary relation to 
tts Original, and ſuch a Communication'does not multiply 
Natures, but only Efſential/ Relations. 'And'*-this'is the 
difference they made between Dew & Deitatem habens, 
God, and one who has the Divinity ; that God "ſignifies 
abſolutely, an Abſolute Independent Divinity, which has 
no relation. or communication with any other ; but One 
who has the Divinity, may ſignify One, who has it, not 
originally and abſolutely, but by communication-from ano- 
ther, and in an EfſentiaFRelation- to him, as the Son and 
the Holy Spirit have, which is the ſame Divinity-in Three, 
and but One in Three. And therefore I think-the Schools 
were very much in the right, for rejeQting Tres Dit, Three 
Gods, when at the ſame time they 'owned Tres Deitatem 
habentes, Three who have the Divinity, for theſe de not 
ſignify the fame thing : The firſt, unleſs qualified, is Poly- 
theiſm; the ſecond, the Chriſtian Trinity in Unity 3 though 
FE confeſs, I ſhould not chuſe to call the Father, One _ 
| | _ 
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| has the Divinity, but ſimply God, becauſe he is abſolutely 

and originally ſo,. and not by communication; and for thar 
re2ſon-1s both in Scripture, and-in the Fathers, eminently 

called God; and the. One God, whereas; the other Divine See Dr. 
Per{o15 are the Son of God, and the Spirit of Godz. and as Fy"” 
Tert//ian obſerves, never called God, when joined with :}. 3p 
the Father, though they are, when ſpoken of diſtinly by = RO 


themſelves. | ly | | or 
- | For the ſame Reaſon the Schools forbid the uſe of Ab) 
fira& or Subltantive Terms in the Plural-Number, 'whea / 
we ſpeak of 'the D:vine Perſons, . but allow -of Plural. Adje- 
Aives, becauſe Subſtantives ſignify abſolutely, and multi- 
ply Natures; as well as Perſons or Suppofitums, but Adjex 
Qives- may ſignify-relatively,, and multiply.\Perſons with ) 
ont multiplying Natures; as/Three Eternals, Three Omani-/ 
Potents, Three Thfinites , in a "Subflantive ſenſe, ſignify -- =-} 
Three Eterna], Omnipotent, Infinite, Natures, as well as *- 
Perſons ; but Three,. who are Eternal, Omnipotent, Inti- 
nite; fignify's Trinity of Eternal, Omnipotent,.[nfinite, Pers 
ſons, - bitt do not neceffarily ſignify a Trinity ,of, Natures, \ 
ſince- theſe Three may ſubſift in the ſame Eternal, Omai- 
potent, Infinite Nature, and each of them have this Eter- 
nal Infinite Nature, and all the ſame. But till the diffi - 
culty remains, if Perſon or Suppofitum and Nature be per-. 
fetly the fame, How the Father can communicate his Na» 
ture, and not his Perſon.? How there can. be Three 1n- 
communicable Perſons, and Suppofitums, and but One Na-- 
ture, and that communicable to- more than One ? 

That thus it is, and how it-may be, is better explained 
by an Example,than by any words without it : And I.ſhall in- 5:- che De 
fnce in living ſubſtantial Image: This is the-rrueCharaQter ſexe of 
of the Second Perſon of the Trinity, that-he'is ſo.the Son, 10cy-; no. 
as to be: the Living Perfet Image of: God, as has been ex- *:-» of « 
plained at large elſewhere, as you may find inthe Margin: 1,77 ” 
Now every man muſt confeſs, that. the- Prototype god the p. 19. &c; 
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Image are two diſtin Incommunicable Suppofitums, the 
Prototype is not the Image, nor the Image the Prototype ; 
and yet we muſt confeſs, that there is, and muſt be, but 
one and the ſame Nature in both, not Specifically; hurt Iden- 
rically the fame, for s perfet Image is, and can be nothing 
tut the fame that the Prototype is, the fame Eternity, 
the fame Life, the ſame Wiſdom, Power, and Goodneſs, 
but all this not Perſonally the fame, for their Perſons are 
not, and' cannot be the fame; but-identically. and invaria- 
bly the ſame, or elſe it can't be: a true and perfet- Image. 
And this makes it evident, that though Perſon and Nature 
be perfeAly the ſame in God, yet when he begets a Son, he 
neither begets his own Perſon, nor Nature, which would be 
to beget himſelf, which St. Auſtin, and: the Schools after 
him, reje& as abſurd; for an Image of God is neither the 
Perſon, - nor the Perſonal Nature of God; but of the ſame 
Nature with him, and perfetly the fame, there being no 
other difference between them, but that one is the Proto- 
type, the other the Image ; one the Father, the other the 
Son. 'So that when God of his own whole perfe& Subſtance 
begets a whole, perte, living, ſubſtantial Image, he does 
not beget himſelf, but another.; he does not beget his own 
Nature, nor another Nature like his own, but his own 
Image, of the ſame Nature with himſelf : He begets ano- 
ther Perſon, who is as truly and pertecatly-God, -as rhe. true, 
perfe&, living, Image of God muſt be perfet God, but he 
does nor in an abſolute ſenſe beget God,” neither ſe Deum, 
nor alium Deam, as the Schools rightly determine, neither 
himſelf God , nor another God; for he neither begets his 
own Eflence and Divinity, nor another Divinity, but. ano- 
ther, who is the: perfe@ Image of his own Divine Elleace : 
And whart'is here faid of the Generation of the. Son, as the 
living ſubliſting Image of-God, muſt be applied to the Pro- | 
cefſion of the Holy Spirit, who is the Eternal Spirit of God, 
asS?the Son is his ſmage. | 


This 
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This is what the Catholick Fathers call the wiz Iris, 
which is «5 3z%, that One Divinity, in which they place 
the Unity of God: That there is but One Abſolate Divini- 
ty, or Divine Natare, which is the Perſon of the Father, 
who is therefore eminently acknowledged to be'the One 
God, as my} 3:5ml&.,, the Fountain of the Divinity, that 
is, of- the Divinity of the Son, and of rhe Holy Spirit, 
which are not two other Abſolute Divinities, for then they 
would be two more Gods, beſides the Father ; but the Divi- 
nity of the Son and Holy Spirit is the fame One Divinity of 
the Father, as an Eternal, PerfeR, Begotten, Living Image; 
and an Eternal Procecding Spirit, each of which is tn himfelf 
true and perfet God, and all Three but One God, or One 
Divinity, not merely becauſe they receive their Divinity 
from God by an Eternal Generation and Procefſion, 'ftor as 
they have a Divinity , or Divine Nature fpecifically the 
fame with rhe Father, which alone can no more render 
them One God, than Father and Son are One Man; bur as 
the fingular individual Diviniry of the Father is in the Son 
and Holy Spirit; as it is'man the fingular individual 
Nature of the Prototype is, 'and muſt'be 1n its/living fub- 
ftantial Image, without' which'it is' not a NaturaFImage, 
though it may have a perfe& likeneſs of Nature,” if it have 
an abſolute Nature of its own : This is what TertuZ;an tells 
us, That there is unus Deus' cam &coneomia, One God with 
his Economy ; and what St. ZZlary and others {o often tell 
ns, That the Father does nick ceaſe to be the One God by 
having a Son, fince the Son is God by Nativity and' Birth, 
and Authoritate Pateruz Nature, by having his Father's 
Nature, who is the One God. ; | 

And this is all that the Schools mean by the Singularity 
of the Divine Nature 'and Effence ; 'and it 4s ifpoſtible 
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they ſhould mean any thing elſe, when they teach] that this | 


fingular Nature is communicable. 


They 
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They allow, as I have already ſhewn, that Nature and 
Perſon is the ſame, that each Perſon is Suppofitum and Sub- 
ſtance, a ſingular incommunicable Subſtance, and there- 
fore that there were Three Suppofitums, and in that ſenſe 
Three Subſtances in the Trinity ; but not Three Natures 
and Eſſences, though each Perſon be diſtinQly by himſelf, 
the Divine Nature and Eſſence. ' Now ſince what is ſtrictly 
ſingular , is Numerically One ; and what is Numerically 
One, and never can. be more, can't be multiplied, as that 
ſeems to be, which is communicated, what ſenſe can there 
poſſibly. be in a. fngular communicable, which ſeem to be 
contraditory Terms ? 

But this is very good ſenſe, and very Catholick DoQtrine, 
if we underſtand this Singular Communicable, as the Schools 
did, of One abſolute Divinity, or Divine Nature, , which is 
ſo ſingular, -that.it can; be. but; One, as is demonſtrable. b 
Reaſon : But yet may beget its own eſſential Image, whic 
is not another Divinity, or another Nature, but its own 
ſingular Nature in its Image, which, is another  Suppofitum 
a Jeoherts but Ya Of the Scka IMTY " "M TE. 
is is che Senſe of the. Schools, and. all that they 
meant by. the 51 ms Dore Divine Eſſence, is evident 
from the whole DoQtrine of Relations. A Trinity of Pro- 
per, Real Perſons, each of which is Nature, Eſſence, and 
Subſtance, was made an Argument againſt the perie Uni- 
ty, as well as againſt the, perfecþ Unphciey,of he Divine 
Nature,,. for Plurality and Unity are oppoſed to.cach other. 
To this the. Schools anſwer, . That a Plurality and Unity of 
the ſame kind, are indeed oppoſite to each other, -and can- 
not be reconciled 3 as s Plurality of Natures cannot be re- 
conciled-with the Unity..of: Nature, nor a Plurality of Per- 
ſons with the Unity.of a.Perſon ; but a Plurality of Perſons 
and Unity of Nature as reconciled, and thus it is with 
the Trinity in Unity ; for'though each Divine Perſon be 


the Divine Nature and Eſſence, yet Three Divine _ 
ons 
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ſons are not Three Abſolute Natures and Eſſences, but Three 
Relations in One Singular Abſolute Nature. 


ſimplicitatem excluditur omni: pluralitar abſolute diforum, non autem pluralitas relationum. Que re* 
lationes pradicantur de aliquo ut ad alterum, &x ſic compoſitionem in ipſo de quo dicuntur nou impore 


tant. Aquin. 1.49. 30. art, 1, ad 3, 


— —_—_ 
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Concerning the Divine Relations. 


UT it will be of great uſe more particularly to conſider 
this Doctrine of Relations , without which it is im» 
poſſible rightly to underſtand what the Schools teach, about 
a Trinity in Unity : And to reduce it into as narrow a com- 
paſs as I can, I ſhall xr. ſhew, What the Schools mean by 
Relations in the Divine Nature. 2. Why they inſift fo 
much upon Relations, | 
I. What they mean by Divine Relations. Now they 
tells us, That they are real Relations, not made by the 
Mind from ſome external Reſpeds and Habitudes which it 
obſerves between things, but antecedent to all the Ads of 
Reaſon in the things themſelves : That they are not inhe- 
rent Accidents , but Subſtance, and ſubſilting Relations ; 
not relative Names and Appellations, but the Relatives 
themſelves ; the Perſons related being the Relations, and 
the Relation the Perſon ; which are therefore by ſome cal- 
led Sub/tantie Relative, and Entia Realia Relativa, Rela» 
tive Subſtances, and Real Beings, but Relative ; that is, not 
Abſolute Subſtances, and Abſolute Beings, with a Relation, 
as It is in Creatures, where the Son is as Abſolute a Man, 
and as Abſolute a Perſon as the Father is, though they are 
related to eachother as Father and Son ; but the very Sub- 
ſtance and Perſon is the Relation. 


Oo Be- 
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Before I ſhew, That this is the DoQtrine of the Schools, 
the better to underſtand what they ſay, and the Reaſons 
of it, it will be neceſſary to give as plain and intelligible 
an Idea of this as I can; eſpecially. ſince I figd ſome.Learn- 
ed Men boggle very much at the Notion of 'Relative Sub- 
ſtances, which are not merely the Subjects of Relations, 
but the Relations themſelves. 

_ What their ObjeRion is againſt this, TI can'c tell, unleſs 
they think thata Relative Subſtance is not True and Perfe&t 
Subſtancez which is very far from the Notion of the 
Schools, who attribute compleat and perfe& Subſiſtence to 
theſe Divine Relations or Perſons, not as Accidents in their 
Saubj:z&ts, nor as Parts in a Whole, which is their Notion of 
Subſtance and compleat Subſiſtence ; but a Relative Sub» 
ſtance only ſignifies ſuch a Subſtance as is not_the Original, 
but is all that it is from another, which they call the Re/a- 
tio Origizis, not merely ſuch a Relation as is between the 
Cauſe and the Effet, which is ſeldom a ſubſtantial ſubſiſt- 
ing Relation, but the Relation between Subſtance and Sub- 
fiance, when one Subſtance, in the notion of Suppo/itum, 1s 
wholly and perfectly derived and expreſied from the other. 

The eaſieſt Repreſentation of this, is the relation between 
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the Prototype or Original, and its Image; which is not a 


Imago enim eft ſimilituds non qua- 
eunque, ſed ex eo, cujus imago dicitur 
expreſſa ; reſpondent enim ſbi invicem 
imago & exemplar, Proinde nm qua- 
eunque {bi mutus ſunt multum ſimilia, 
wut ovum ove, ſunt ejuſmodi, ut alte- 
rum jit image alterius ; non enim in 
his omnibus, werbi gr atis in ovis, al- 
terum de altero expreſſam gerit 7, 26 
ram , ſed quad ex re objeZa reſul:at 
in [ſp:culo , &f ſimilitudo figilli cere 
impreſſa , & alia bujuſmodi preprit 
imagines dicuncur. Eſtius diſt 27. 
S. 8. & Aquin 1. q 35. in Cots 
pore. 


mere Relation of Likeneſs and Simili- 
tude, but of Origination, that the Image 
is taken from the Original, which 1s the 
foundation of the Relation. Though 
Two Eggs were never ſo perfectly alike, 
yet One 1s not the Image of the Other, 
becauſe t is not of the Other, nor its na- 
tural Repreſentation, though perfe&tly 
like it ; but the Image is that which res 
ſults from the Obje@, like a Face in the 
Glaſs, or the Impreſſion of a Seal 3 and 
the whole Eſſence of ſuch an Image, as 

an 
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an Image is relative. And it is the ſame caſe as to a living 
ſubſtantial Image of that Life and Subſtance from whence 
it proceeds; it 15 as perfect Life and Subſtance it ſelf, as its 
Original, or elſe it could not be a natural Image of Life and 
Subſtance ; but yet it is Relative Life and Subſtance, Life 
of Life, the Prototype begetting'its own Image in a per- 
fe Identity and S1meneſs of Nature, Whole of Whole. 
And this is the Notion of the Schools concerning Relative 


Subſtances, which is intelligible enough. - 


And that this is what they mean by Relations in the God- 


head or Divine Nature, is as plain. 

The Maſter of: the Sentences tells us, 
That theſe Names , Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, ſignify the Properties of 
Paternity, Filiation, and Proceſſion ; for 
they are Relatives, which ſpeak a mu- 
tual reſpe&; and denote Relations, which 
are not Accidents in God, but immuta- 
bly in the Perſons themſelves ; fo that 
they are nor mere relative Appellations, 
but are Relations or Notions:in the things 
themſelves, . that: is, inthe Perſbns. 

And by this:-Argument Tho. Aquinas 
proves, That theſe are real- Relations, 
and are really in Gbd, becauſe the Father 
is ſo called'from: the- Relation - of Pater- 
nity, and-the Son from: Filiation-; that 
were not- Paternity and Filiation realiter 
in Deo, real ſubſiſting Relations in the 
Divinity, it would follow, That God is 
not really Father or. Son, but only: ac- 
cording to different Conceprions, which 
is: the Sahellian Hereſy. And. proves; 
That theſe Relations in God are real, be- 
cauſe they are Divine FORE in the 

O 2 


Has proprietates deſignant noming 
perſonarum, ſcilicet Pater, Filius, &r 
goo Santtus ; relativa ſunt, 

ad ſe invicem dicuntur. Quia ne« 
tant relationes, que non ſunt Deo ac- 
cidentales, ſad in ipfis Perſonis ab atere 
no ſunt immutabiliter, ut non modo 
appellationes ſunt relative, ſed etiam 
relationes, ſive notiones in rebus ipſir, 


Jan is Parſer: fon. Lomb, 1. 4 


Pater non dicitur niſi a Paterni« 
tate, & Filius & filiatione ; ſi igitur 
paternitas Of filiatio non ſunt in Deo 
realiter, ſequitur, quid Deus non fit 
realiter Pater aut Filius, ſed ſecundum 
rationem intelligentia tantum , que 
eft hareſis Sabelliana. Aqu. 1. q. 28, 
alt, 1, 


Relationes in divinis, cim font ſe- 
cundum proceſſiones in identitate na- 
ture , reales quaſdam in divini oft 
relationes neceſſarium eft, Ibid. 


Iden- 
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Identity of Nature ; that is the Son, who procceds from 
the Father in the Identity of the ſame Nature ; and the Ho- 
ly Spirit, who proceeds from Father and Son in the [dentity 
of the ſame Nature : For they called both the Generation of 
the Son, and the Spiration of the Holy Ghoſt, Proceſtons, 
as the Greeks did >g96:azc; the one proceſſio intelleftus, the 
other amoris. Now theſe real Proceſiions are Reſpects in 

the nature of things, and ſuch ReſpeQs 


ReſpeFur in natura rerum ſunt re- are real Relations; for when any thing 
lationes reales, cum aliquid procedit a 


oinio eidflem mates aces of Proceeds from a Principle of the ſame 
;th wy rg | aa capri "1 bo Nature, both that which proceeds, and 
; | entanay —_ convert» that from which it proceeds, muſt ne- 
relpetius ad OE ceſſarily be of the ſame Order, and there- 
fore have a real reſpe& to each other. 
Divine Proccſlions in the Identity of Nature muſt be related 
to each other in the Unity of the ſame Nature, and muſt be 
ſubſtantial ſubſiſting Relations ; for they are no other than 

the Perſons themſelves, who thus proceed. 

It is a received Concluſion in the 
© wy yet any ot 4 Deo Wk Schools, That a Relation in-God is the 
U weft ſentie Jecundiom rem. A9 1+ fame with the Divine Eſſence: That Per- 

Relationes perſonale; nec a Perſonir, ſonal Relations are not reipſa diſtinguiſh- 
- ISP 7 48 Eſtius eq either from the Perſons or the Eſſence. 
And Gilbertus Porretanus, who taught 

the contrary, was forced to recant in the Council of-Rhemes. 

The real Diſtinction of thefe Relations in the Unity of the 
Divine Nature, is another avowed Doctrine of the Schools ; 

and by a real Diſtintion they mean a DiſtinCion z» re, in 

the Subje& and Supprfitum : And this they prove from the 

real DiſtinRion of Perſons, which are diſtinguiſhed only by 
Relations: From a real Trinity, which is One in Subſtance, 

but multiplied by Relations, ( relatio multiplicat Trinita- 

tem ; ) and therefore unleſs theſe Relations be really diſtin- 
guiſhed from each other, there can't be a Real, but only a 
Notional Trivity, which is Sabelianiſm. That theſe Rela- 


tions 
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tions which conſtitute the Trinity, are oppoſite Relations, 
which require diſtin Subjects, as Paternity and Filiation, 
for no man can be Father and Son to himſelf : That theſe 
Divine Relations are real Relations, and therefore muſt be 
really diſtinct, or elſe they are not all real, unleſs they be 
reaily oppoſed to each other, which makes a real diſtini- 
on ; and therefore there mult be a real diſtinftion in God, 
not as to any thing abſolute { ſecundum rem abſolutam ), 
which is the D:vine Eflence, which has the moſt perfect 
and ſimple Unity, but ſecundum rem relativam, with reſpet 
to a Relative Being and Subſiſtence : So that theſe Relations 
are Rejative Beings, Relative Subfiſtences, and, as they are 
ſometimes called, Relative Subſtances, which are really di- 
ſtint, rhovgh not in Nature, yet in their Suppoſitums ; nof 
as Three Abſolute Beings, which makes a diſtinRtion in 
Nature, but as Three Real Subſiſting Relations, in the 
Unity of the ſame Nature. 

Bur not to multiply words in ſo plain a Caſe, I ſhall ob- 
ſerve but one thing more to this purpole, and that concerns 
the Diſpute concerning the Number of the Divine-Perſons. 
Tic Catholick Faith ownsa Trinity, or only Three Divine 
Perions in the Unity of the Godhead, Father, Son, and 
Hoiy Ghofi 3 and it is the known Doctrine of the Schools, 
That the Relation is the Perſon ; How comes it to paſs then, 
that when there are Four Relations in the Godhead, Pater» 
nity, Filiation, Active Spiration, and Procetiion, there 
ſhould be but Three Perſons ? 

Now the Anſwer, which 4quinas and others give to this 
Difficulty, is this. That it is not every Relation, but only 
oppoſite Relations, which conſtitute and diſtinguiſh Per- 
ſons ; for more Perions are more ſubſiiling Relations really 
diſtiact from each other ; but there can ove no real diltin- 
ion between the Divine Relations, but upon account of 
their relative oppoſition : And theretore two oppolite Rela» 


tions muſt belong to two Perſons, but ſuch Relations as are 
not 
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39. Ar. 2. 
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not oppoſite to each other, muſt belong to the ſame Per- 
ſon ; and therefore Paternity and Filiation muſt belong to 
two Perſons, as being relatively oppoſed ; and therefore a 
ſubſiſting Paternity is the Perſon of the Father, and a ſub» 
ſiſting Filiation the Perſon of the Son : Which can never be 
one Perſon, as requiring diſtin Suppoſetums for ſuch oppo- 
ſite Relations: But now the other two Relations, Spiration 
and Proceſſion are not oppoſed to either of theſe, but only 
to each other : And therefore Spiration does not conſtitute 
another Perſon, as not being oppoſed either to Paternity or 
Filiation, and therefore may and does belong both to Father 
and Son ; but Proceſſion muſt conſtitute a Third Perſon, as 
oppoſed to Spiration, and ſo neceſſarily diſtinguiſhed from 
Father and Son. 

And therefore, though there are Four Relations, yet one 
of them, Spiration, is not ſeparated from the Perſon of the 
Father, and the Son, but belongs to them both ; nor is it 
a Property, as not being proper and peculiar to any one 
Perſon ; nor isit a Perſonal Relation, or that which conſti- 
tutesa Perſon, and therefore there are but Three Relations, 
Paternity, Filiation , and Proceſſion, which are Perſonal 
Properties, which conſtitute Perſons, and therefore but 
Three Perſons. 

Now this Anſwer evidently proves, That by Relations 
they did not mean meer Habitudes , ReſpeAts, and Exter- 
nal Denominations; for: then every Relation muſt of necef- 
ſity be a Perſon, and there muſt be as many Perſons, as there 
are Relations; but they mean relative Beings, and Subſiſten- 
cies, and therefore allow no Relations to:conſtitute diſtin 
Perſons , but ſuch as neceſſarily require diſtin& SubjeQs ; 
that is, ſuch oppoſite Relations, as can never meet in the 
ſame Sabje& ; and therefore their- Suppoſitums mult be re- 
ally diſtin, as Paternity and Filiation, for no one can be 
Father and Son to himſelf. There is no imaginable. Ac- 


count, why only oppoſite Relations conſtitute Perſons, but 
becauſe 
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becauſe they diſtinguiſh their Subje&ts 3 for when oppoſite 
Relations meet in the ſame Subje&, but not in oppoſition, 
they do not diſtinguiſh and multiply Perſons, as the fame 
man may be Father and Son, and but One Perſon ; but 
when oppoſite Relations diſtinguiſh their Subjets, as the 
Divine Relations neceſfarily do, they multiply Perſons too : 
And no Relations, Properties, Notions, according to the 
Doctrine of the Schools, conſtitute a Perſon, but ſuch as 
diſtinguiſh their SubjeQts, that Three Perſons, and Three 
Relations, are not Three Reſpeas and Denominations of 
the ſame Singular Subject, but Three real diſtin Relative 
Beings, and Subſiſtencies. 

2. Let us now conſider, why they inſiſt fo much upon 
the notion of Relations, that when they allow every Divine 
Relation to be the Divine Eſſence, Subſtance, an incommu- 
nicable Subſiſtence and Subſtance, yet they will not allow 
us abſolutely to ſay Three Subſtances, but Three Relations, 
or Three Relative Beings, Subſiſtencies, or Subſtances. 
And the plain and ſhort account of it is this ; That this is 
eſſential. to the Unity of God, and gives us the trueſt and 
moſt perfet conception of a Trinity in Unity. As to 
ſhew this particularly ; 


1. Theſe Divine Relations (though each of them be in- 
communicably in his own Perſon, Eſſence, and Subſtance) 
ſecure the perfect Unity of the Divine Eſſence. For Three 
Relative Subſtances are eſſentially but One Subſtance, which 
Three Abſolute Subſtances can never be, though they never 


ſo perfely agree in the ſame Specifick Notion and Idea. 


By an abſolute Subſtance, | mean one intire, perfect, indi- 
vidual, whole, which is compleat in it ſelf, and fubſiſts 
compleatly by it ſelf, without any Internal, Eſſential Uni- 
on to, or neceſlary dependence on, any Being of the ſame 
kind : By Relative Subſtances, I mean, ſuch Subſtances as 


are internal ſubſiſting Relations in the ſfame'One v—_— 
vidua 
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vidual Nature : Of Abſolute Subſtances we have as many 
Inſtances, as there are particular Creatures in the World ; 
of Relative Subſtances we have no inſtance in Created Na- 
ture, but ſome ſuch Images and Reiemblances, as may help 
us to form an intelligible notion of them. Now it is evident, 
without any need to prove it, th2t every compleat abſolute 
Subſtance, how many ſoever they arc, multiplies the Indivi- 
duals of the ſame kind; Three ablolute Human Subſtances 
are Three Men,and Three Abſolute D:vine Subſtances would 
for the ſame reaſon be Three Gods ; but it is -rherwiſe as to 
Relative Subſtances, which are jubſiliing Perſonal Relations 
in the ſame One individuil Nature; and it is demonſtrable, 
that the Relations of the fame One individual Nature and 
Subſtance, can't multiply Naturcs and Subitances, for then 
they would not be Relations in the ſame individual Sub- 
ſtance, but would be Abtolute, not Relative Subſtances. 

As to explain this by a tamiliar Example. The Fathers, 
and after them the Schoo!men, find ſome Tmages of the 
Trinity in Haman Souls, as Memory, Underſtanding, Will; 
or which they think a nearer reſemblance, Mind, XKnow- 
ledge, Love: Anda late S$-cinian is very fond of ſuch a Tri- 
nity, as Orizinal Mind, Reflex Wiſdom, and Love. 

Peter Lombard explains this particularly from the Do- 
Arine of St. 4u/tin; and it is evident that all theſe are very 
diſtin, and never can be each other; but all have a mus» 
tual and neceſſary relation to each other; are in each other, 
and equal to each other, but are but One, One Mind, One 
Life, One Eflence, and One Subſtance ; becauſe they ſub- 
ſtantially ex:ſt in the ſame Soul and Mind, not as Accidents 
in their Suljedts, which may be parted, but as Eilcntial 
Properties and Powers. 

This our S:cinian Adverſaries like well enough ; for theſe 
diſtin Properties and Powers do not multiply Perſons, 
and therefore though they grant ſomething like ſuch di- 
ſtint Powers in the Divine Nature, yet ſtill there is but 

One 
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One Divine Perſon, and therefore according to their own 
Notion, but One God. 

But this is not the Qneſtion, Whether ſuch diſtin Fa- 
culties, Properties, and Powers, multiply Perſons, which 
we grart they do not, becauſe they do not multiply Na- 
turcs, and One Individual Human Nature is but One Man, 
or One Human Perſon ; but the Queſtion is, Whether, if 
inſtead of theſe diſtin Powers and Faculrics, there were 
real ſubſiſting Perſons, as eſſentially related to each other 
in the ſame Individual Nature, they would any more divide 
or multiply Nature, than ſuch diſtin Powers and Facul- 
ties do? And I am pretty confident, no man can give me 
any good reaſon, why Relative Subſiſtencies, or Perſonal 
Relations ſhould any more divide or multiply the Divine 
Nature, than Relative Powers and Properties divide or 
multiply Human Nature : For if theſe Divine Perſons are 
as eſlzntially related to each other in the Divine Nature, as 
ſuch diſtint Powers and Faculties are in Human Nature, 
a Trinity of Perſons muſt be as eflentially One in the ſame 
One Individual Divinity, as a Trinity of Powers and Facul- 
tics are in the ſame ſingle Human Nature. It is certain, 
Three ſuch Divine Perſons,though each of them be by him- 
ſelf true and perte& God, are not Three Abſolute Divini- 
tics, and therefore not Three Gods, but Three Divine Re- 
lative Subſiſtencics in the ſame One Individual Godhead, 
and therefore but One God ; as Memory , Underſtanding 
and Will, are all that a Mind is, and each of them all thar 
the other 1s, and yet not Three Minds, but One Mind. 

This ſhews the diff: r-nce between Abſolute and Relative 
Subſtances ; Three Abſolute Subſtances are always diſtinCt- 
ly and ſeparately Three, and can never be any atherwiſe 
than ſpecifically One ; bur Relative Subſtances may be ef- 
ſentially One in the ſame One Individual Nature; and this 
is the Account both the Fathers and Schools give of a Tri- 
nity in Unity, Thrce Relations, or Three Relative Sub- 

P þ ſtances, 
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ſtances, or Subliſencies, eſlentially related to each other in 
the Unity of the fame One Individual Eſſence. 


Ov? > mis Ww os w#3} 
nuds Jiyud)O-, dnoyy it) mn 
Stfov neianmeu, Tem os mp 
ereiyuy cunoysiwor ingras dM 
eSpdrn 5 huimrcey aber. Nyile 
Orat. Cat. cap. 1. 


St. Gregory Nyſſen has given the moſt 
particular Account of this matter in his 
Catechetical Oration, To convince the 
Heathens of the Eternal Subſiſtence of- 
the Divine Word in the Unity of the 
ſame Godhead, he lays the foundation 
of all in that univerſally received Prin» 


ciple , That the Divinity is not day», which I tranſlate 
( not, irrational, without Reaſon, or Underſtanding, but) 
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not without its Word; which is not 
the Perfonal Wiſdom of the Father, 
whereby the Father is wiſe, as I have 
already ſhewn ( Chap. 3.) but a Perſo- 
nal, Living, Subſiſting, Word : Which 
anſwers to that Word which we feel in 
our own Minds, and which is eſſential 
to all Minds, that no Mind can be with- 
out its Word; but is not a vaniſhing No- 
tion and Idea, or a tranſient ſound, as 
Human words, but anſwers to the per- 
fection of the Divine Nature. And 
therefore as our Mortal Nature has a 
Vaniſhing, Periſhiong Word, ſo the In- 
corruptible,and Eternally Permanent,Im- 
mutable Nature, has an Eternal Subſiſt- 
ing Word. And ( as he proceeds) if 
this Divine Word ſubſiſts, it lives ; for 
it does not ſubſiſt like ſtupid inanimate 
Stones, but as Mind, and Spirit, which 
mult live, if it ſubfiſts; and if it lives, 
the abſolute ſimplicity of the Divine Na- 
ture, which admits of no compoſition, 
proves that he lives, not by a participa- 

tion 


SOC1NI1AN Controverſy. 


tion of Life, but as Life it ſelf. And 
if the Word lives, as being Life it ſelf, 
itmuſt have aggapernaluy Iwzmuy,a power 
to do, what it treely wills and chuſes. 
For that which cannot will and chuſe 
( <wegaipzrey) does not live; and an 
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Impotent Will is a contradiction to the Nature of God ; and 
therefore its Power muſt be equal to its Will: But this Di- 
vine Word can will nothing but what 15 good, and wills 
whatever is good ; and being able to effe whatever jt wills, 
is not unactive (arevippmrey) without doing any thing, but 
does the good it wills: And fince we muſt acknowledge the 
World, and all things in it, which are wiſely and artifici- 


ally made, to be good ; all things are 
the Works of this Living Subſiſting 
Word. This is his Proof, That God 
has a Subliſting, Living, Almighty , 
Creating Word, which is another di- 
ſtin Perſon from him, whoſe Word he 
is. For the Word is a Relative Term, 
and ſignifies a Relative Subſiſtence, and 
neceſlarily ſuppoles the Father ; for he 
is not the Word, but with relation to 
him, whoſe Word he is. And by this 
means he tells us, we may eſcape both 
the Polytheiſm of the Genriles, and the 
Singularity of the Fews, by acknow- 

Tedging the Living , Energetical, Ope- 
- '\wative Word, which the Jews deny, 
and the Unity and Identity of Nature, 
between the Word, and Him, witoſe 
Word he is. For as our Word proceeds 
out of our Mind, and is neither every 
way the ſame with the Mind, nor yet 
upon all accounts another, For thar it 
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is of the Mind, proves that is is another, 
and not the Mind it felt ; but as it per- 
fetly cxpretiles and repreſents the Mind, 
it cannot Le another Nature, but one 
and the ſame Nature, though a kind of 
ditterent ſubſiſtence. So the Word of 
Gud, by a diſtint ſubſiſtence of its 
own, 1s diſtinguiſhed from him, from 
whom he receives his Subſiſtence and 
Hypoſtaſis ; but inaſmuch as he is 
all, and the fame that God is, he 


is perfetly one and the ſame in Na- 
ture, 


This is the Do@rine of all the other Catholick Fathers, 
as well as of Gregory Nyſſen, who reſolve the Unity of the 
Godhead in a Trinity of Perſons, into Relative Subſiſtencies 
in the ſame Individual Nature, which no more multiplies 
Natures and Diviniries, to make Two or Three Gods, than 
the Mind, its Word, and Love, make Three Minds. 


This is the true and compleat notion of the Zomooufon, 
which (as I have already ſhewn) does not ſignify a meer 
Specifick Unity, but the Unity of One Individual, not Sin- 
gular, Nature in Three ; that Three Real, Diſtin&t, Sub- 
ſiſting Perſons are as intimately and eſſentially related to 
each other in the ſame Individual Nature, as a Human Mind 
and its Word are; which are not, and never can be two 
Minds, but one Mind. Two compleat and perfedt Minds 
can never in a proper notion be Conſubſtantial, or one Sub» 
ſtance, though they have the fame ſpecifick Nature ; for 
their Subſtance is not one and the ſame, but naturally two, 
and naturally ſeparable, how cloſely ſoever they may be 
united; but Three Divine Perſons, who are eſſentially rela- 
red to each other in the ſame Divinity, as the Mind and its 
Word are, are in the ſtricteſt notion Conſubſtantial, or One 


Sub. 
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Subſtance, being effentially related to each other in the 
ſame One Individual Nature and Eſſence. 

And here I muſt take notice of a great miſtake, which 
ſome Learned Men run into, concerning the peers! goiay, 
ſingular and particular Natures, Subſtances, and Eſſences, 
by which they underſtand, what ſome others call Perſonal 
Subſtances; and conclude, That ſince Philoponus , and 
others, who aſlerted Tpa5 pweertss gon, Three particular 
Natures and Eſſences, or Subſtances in the Godhead, were 
charged with Tritheiſm ( as they deſerved, if their Opi- 
nions be truly repreſented ) thoſe who aſſert Three Sub- 
ſtantial Perſons, or Three diſtin Perſonal Subſiſtencies or 
Subſtances, are liable alſo to the ſame Charge. This is a 
material ObjeCtion, and a fair Anſwer to it will ſet this 
whole matter in a clear light. 

Now the Anſwer in ſhort is this, That thoſe who rejeted 
the weerrss goa, and charged it with Tritheiſm, did not 
thereby underſtand particular, perſonal, relative, Subſiſten- 
cies or Subſtances, but compleat, abſolute, particular Na- 
tures and Subſtances; not Three Real, Subſtantial, Sub- 
ſiſting Relations in One Individual Nature, as a Mind, its 
' Internal, Efſential, Word, and Spirir, as Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are Three ; but Three abſolute particular Na- 
tures, as Three Men, cach of whom has a compleat, abſo- 
lute, perſonal Nature of his own, are Three. Now if this 
be the true Account, every one ſees the difference between 
Three perſonal, relative, Subſtances or Subſiſtencies of the 
ſame Nature, and Three abſolute particular Natures; the 
firſt is a real Subſtantial Trinity, Three Subſiſling Infinite 
Perſons in the Unity of the fame Godhead, Three Perſons, 
and One God; the other is down-right Tritheilm. 

And that this is all they meant by particular Individual 
Natures, | have many Arguments to prove. 
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For 1ſt. Had they herein condemned diſtin, perſonal, 
relative Subſtances , they had condemned the Faith of the 
Catholick Church, and relapſed into Sabellianiſm, as abun- 
dantly appears from what I have already proved at large. 

2. Thoſe very Perſons, who charge Philoponus with Tri- 
theiſm for aſſerting Three Individual Natures and Eſſences, 
do themſelves own a Perſonal Subſtance. Leontius, as Ni- 
cephorus tlls us, wrote a large Book againſt Phzloponus, 
and yet he tells us, That rhe Fathers by gaz & qua, El- 
ſence or Subſtance, and Nature, underſtood the ſame thing, 
and fo they did by Hypoſtaſis and Perſon. That by Eſſence 
and Subſtance, they meant what the Philoſophers call a 
Species; by Hypoſtaſis and Perſon, what they call «72g 
gazv, an Individual Subſtance : And in this fenſe he tells us, 
They acknowledged One Divinity in Three Hypoſtaſes, or 
Three Perſonal Subfiſtencies. That there is One Hypoſta- 
ſis (that is, piz «7 ox) of the Father, One Hypoſta- 
ſis of the Son, and One Hy poſtaſis of the Holy Ghoſt; that 
theſe Three (Tevzz 72 reiz) in nothing differ from cach 
other, but only in their Perſonal Properties, (:@) 7 iSw- 
uglz) that one 15 the Father, the other the Son , the 
other the Holy Ghoſt : So that Leontius owns Three true 
proper Perſons, each of which is @7u&. s, an Indivi- 
dual Subſtance, which he aſſerts to be the true Catholick 
Eccleſiaſtical Notion of a Perſon, and each Perſon as di- 
ſtinfrom each other, as he that begets is from him who 
is begotten; and therefore when he condemned Philoponus 
for his Individual Natures and Eſſences, he could not by that 
mean relative, Perſonal Subſiſtencies or Subſtances. 

Theodorus Abucara ( it he be the Au- 
5 evas wen), xar% thor of that Tra againſt the Severians, 


cneives vouuldn , trons igiv, Explanatio vocum, quibus Philoſophi utun- 
dyd ſcm mio 197 dvr? 797 tur, which I have ſometimes ſuſpeed 
mTics, % Tv ov, 5 5 d- to belong to Theodorus Presbyter Raithen- 
tia 73 ay10y TFers mengs Gel F£, who promiſes ſuch an Explication of 
Philo- 
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Philoſophical Terms at the end of his wei gvews, xj 26s 5uoncyer- 
Treatiſe 4e Incarnatione, I ſay, this Theo- vm nts, 4 Fes Heorius, © 
dorus, whoever he is) expreſly charges 9 ©aoonwey igy dniouy &- 
theſe weerrss nas, Individual Natures *27**> ny I 30 Xe:rrannge 
and Eſſences with Tritheiſm ; and yet {oo RD —_— 
throughout that Treatiſe teaches, That ,, .g, Foo = 
Hy poltaſis is 274, a ſingular Indivi- 
dual Nature 3 and ſo does Anaſtaſtus Sinaita in his IZodegos ; 
and indeed all the Writers of that Age, who aſſerted againſt 
the Severians the Union of Two Natures in One Perſon 
in Chriſt. | 
34ly, But we ſhall ſoon be ſatisfied in this matter, if we 

conſider the occaſion of this Diſpute. The Severians, as 
they had learnt from their Maſter Severus, and he from 
Eutyches, taught , that there was but One Nature, as well 
as One Perſon 1n Chriſt, and that for this reaſon, That to 
aſſert Two Natures, is conſequently to afſert Two Perſons 
in Chriſt, which is Neftorianiſm; for every Nature is a 
Perſon, that it is impoſſible there ſhould be #32 2megmm7%, 
a Nature without a Perſonality of its own, for goa & wan» 
52n;, Nature and Perſon, or Hypoſtaſis, are the ſame. In 
oppoſition to this the Catholicks urged, That if Nature and 
Hypoſtaſis were ſo the ſame, that One Hypoſtaſis is One 
Nature, and One Nature but One Hypoſtaſis; then as we 
aſſert Three Hypoſtaſes in the Trinity, we mult alfo allow 
T4; pheargs Bagg, Three Individual Natures and Effences 
in the Trinity. Philoponus ſaw that this was an unavoidable 
Conſequence, and therefore rather than own Two Natures 
in One Perſon in Chriſt, he choſe to aſſert Three Individual 

latures in the Trinity : And for this, he and his Followers 
were very jultly charged with Tritheiſm. 

And this ihews us, what theſe Individual Natures were, 

not Three Relative Perſonal Subfiſtencies and Subſtances in 
the ſame One Individual Nature, which is but wiaz Ir57a, 


One Divinity ; but Three Compleat Abſolute Diviniries, 
TpHs 
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Tr&; Veirules, Three ſuch Divine Natures, as there are 
Three Individual Human Natures in Three Men : Each of 
which is by himſelf, and alone, without communication 
with any other in the ſame Individual Nature, One com- 
pleat intire Humane Nature, and One Human Perſon : For 
this was the riſe of the D.ſpute, concerning the Humanity 
of Chriſt. The Catholicks owned the Perſonality of rhe 
Word, but taught that Chriſt's Humane Nature was fo vni- 
ted to his Divinity, as not to be a diſtint Human Perſon, 
but to ſubſiſt in the Perſon of. the Word, which is the true 
Faith of the Word's being Incarnate, or made Fleſh, which 
could not be true, if the Perſon of the Word were not Incar- 
nate, and that could not be true, if the Human Nature in 
Chr:ſt, were a diſtindt Human Perſon, as other Men are. 
On the other hand, the Severiars denied the Union of 
Two Natures in the One Perſon of Chriſt, b=cauſe an Indi- 
vidual Human Nature muſt be a Perſon, and then Chriſt 
muſt be two Perſons, as well as two Natures : So that this 
wie im go is a Compleat abſolute Individual Nature, ſuch 
as an Individual Human Nature is, and three ſuch Indivi- 
dual Natures make three Men, or "Three Gods, and to afſ- 
ſert Three ſuch Abſolute Divinities, is Tritheiſm 3 but this 
concerns not Perſonal, Relative, Subſiſtencies or Subſtances 
in the ſame Individual Nature and Eſj:nce ; and therefore 
the Condemnation of Philoponus, or Valentinus Gentils, 
and ſuch kind of Hz:reticks (if tiey did really teach what 
they are charged with ) cannot aft«& thoſe, who aſſert 
Three real, dittin, ſubltantial, Perions, each of whom is 
by himſelf, in his own Perſon, the whole Divine Nature, 
Eflence, Subſtance, but are eſſentially and inſeparably rela- 
red to cach other inthe Unity of the ſame Individual El- 
ſence. The very allerting three relative , perfonal Sub- 
ſiſtencies, or Subſtances, in One Individual Nature, is a 
direct oppoſition to the Doctrine of Philoponus, and the Se- 
verians, that Nature and Perſon is the fame, fo the ſame, 

that 
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that One Nature can be but One Perſon, and One Perſon 


but One Nature, which neceffarily overthrows a Trinity 
of Perſons in the Unity of the Divine Eſſence, and rhe 
Union of the Divine and Humane Nature in the One Per- 
ſon of Chriſt ; but Three Relative Perſons and Subſiſtencies 
in One Nature, and One Nature and One Perſon are dire& 
ContradiQtions, as One Individual Subſtance, and Three 
Individual Subſtances are. 

Indeed thoſe who deny Three Relative Perſonal Sub- 
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ſiſtencies, that is, Three Real, Proper, Subſtantial Perſons, . 


in the Unity of the Divine Nature, go upon the fame 
Principle with Phloponus and the Severians, that One Na- 
ture is but One True and Proper Perſon, or Hypoſtaſis, 
and therefore there cannot be Three Proper Subliſting 
Perſons in the Unity of One Individual Subſtance; which, 
as Anaſtatius Sinaita, and the other Catholick Writers of 
that Age frequently obſerve, is that fundamental Error, 
which gave birth to Sabelianiſm, Arianiſm, Neſtorianiſm, 
and Eutychaniſm ; for as different as theſe Hereſies are, the 
fundamental Principle is the ſame, that One Individual Na- 
ture is, and can be but One Perſon, and One Perſon but 
One Nature : For this reaſon Sabelius, who acknowledged 
the Unity of the Divine Nature, rejz&ed a Trinity of pro- 
per Subſiſting Perſons ; Arius, who owned a Trinity of 
Perſons, denied their Conſubſtantiality, or Sameneſs and 
Identity of Nature; Neftorius, who owned Two Natures in 
Chriſt, aſſerted alſo Two Perſons ; and Putyches made Chriſt 
but One Nature, as well as One Perſon ;. and in conſequence 
of this Philoponus ( if he was not miſtaken ) taught Three 
Individual Natures, as well as Three Perſons in the God- 
head. So that to make Nature and Perfon in the true 
and proper notton of Perſon, commenſurate and converti- 


ble Terms ; thit a Nature is a Perfon, and a Perſon anIn- 


dividual Nature ; that One Nature is but One Perfon, and 
One Perſon but One Nature ; and that Individual Natures 
| Qq and 
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and Perſons muſt always be multiplied with each other, is 
the fundamental Principle of all the Hereſies relating to the 
Trinity and Incarnation, and then one would think, that 
thoſe DoQtrines which expreſly contradict this Principle, 
and all theſe Hereſies which reſult from it, ſhould be the 
true Catholick Faith : And then Three Real, Subſtantial, 
Subfiſting Perſons, or Three Relative Perſonal Subſiſtencies, 
or Subſtances, in the Unity of the ſame Individual Eſſence, 
or one Godhead, is the True Catholick Faith ; and to reject 
it upon pretence, that this muſt multiply Natures with 
Perſons, and ſo make Three Divinities, and Three Gods, is 
to return to that condemned Heretical Principle, That One 
Nature can be but One True and Proper Perſon ; which, if 
Men underſtand the true Conſequences of what they ſay, 
muſt inevitably betray them to Sabelianiſm, Arianiſm, or 
Tritheiſm. And thus much for the wes: gney, which, I 
hope, we ſhall hear no more of. "The Doctrine of Relations 
demonſtrates the Individual Unity of the Divine Eſlence ; 
for if Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, though each of them 
in his own Perſon be True and Perfet God, yet are not 
Three Abſolute Divinities, but Three Eternal Subſiſting 
Relations, in the ſame One Divinity, they muſt be One 
Individual Eſſence and Subſtance, for elſe they cannot be the 
Relations of the ſame One Eflence and Subſtance. 

2. As theſe Divine Relations prove the Individual Unity 
of Nature and Eflence, ſo they prove the Samenefſs and Iden- 
tity of Nature, wherein, as[ have ſhewn at large, the Ca- 
tholick Fathers place the Unity of the Godhead. That 
wic Frfrug is ag 86G, One Divinity is One God. A few 
words will ſerve to explain this, after what I have already 
diſcourſed on this Argument. | 

The Tawriry; 89125, as | have already ſhewn, does not ſig- 
nify the Singularity , but the perfe& invariable Sameneſs 
and Identity of Nature; not ſuch a Sameneſs, as every 
ſingle Perſon is the ſame with himſelf, but ſuch a _ 

- ne 
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neſs as is between diſtin Perſons of the fame Nature. 
Now the Dodtrine of Relations neceflarily infers this per- 
fe Sameneſs and Identity, and this Relative Sameneſs and 

Identy proves a perfe& Unity. | 
As tor the firſt, there needs no other proof, but barely 
to repreſent it, for it is ſelf-evident : For is it poſſible, that 
a Perfe, Living, Subſiſting Word ſhould nor be perfely 
the ſame with that Infinite Mind, whoſe Word it is, and 
from whom it proceeds? That a Perfe&t, Living, Subſiſt- 
ing Image, ſhould not be perfetly the fame with its Pro- 
totype, from whom it receives its Being and Nature 2 For 
if the Word be not perfectly the ſame with the Mind, nor 
the Image with its Prototype, it is not a true and perfe&t 
Word, not a perfe& Image : By theſe Relations of Father 
and Son, of a Mind and its Word, a Prototype and its 
Image, the Catholick Fathers, as I have already ſhewn, 
prove the perfect, invariable Sameneſs and Identity of Nature; 
for the thing proves it ſelf, The Relation indeed of Father 
and Son, conſidered in general, proves no more than a ſpe- 
cifick Sameneſs of Nature, which may admit of great 
changes and variety within the ſame Species ; but when 
God is the Father, and begets a Son of his own Subſtance, 
his Nature being abſolutely and immutably perfe, he muſt 
communicate the ſame perfect invariable Nature to his Son 
eſpecially when this Son is his own perfe& living Word, 
and his perfet Image. But this is not all : A perfe&t 
Sameneſs between Two Abſolute Natures, without the leaſt 
conceivable difference or variation, would not be a Teur& 
75, a Sameneſs of Identity ; for though they could ſubſiſt 
as perfetly the ſame, as their Idea is, yer they would be 
Two Abſolute Natures, not One Nature : But a perfe&t 
Sameneſs in Eſſential Relations, or Relative Subſiſten- 
cies, proves a perfect Identity of Nature, that they are per- 
featly the ſame in the ſame Oae Individual Nature : As a 
living ſubſtantial Word muſt receive its ſubſtance and being, 
Qq 2: whole 
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whole of whole, from that Mind, whoſe Word it is; for if 
it be not the ſame Subſtance, it can't be the ſubſtantial 
Word of that Mind, whoſe Subſtance it is not; nor can a 
living ſubſtantial Image be any other Subſtance, than that 
of the Prototype; for if it were, it might be its likeneſs, 
but not its natural Image. And thus this Sameneſs and 
Identity of Nature proves each Perſon by himſelf to be 
true and perfet God, and all Three but One God ; for 
each Perſon, according to this DoEtrine, has, and muſt 
have, the whole perfe& Divinity in himſelf, and all Three 
but one and the ſame Divinity. 

3. Theſe Subſiſting Relations in the Unity of Nature, 
give us an intelligible Notion of the 79 aSziperoy, of the 
inſeparable Union of the Divine Perſons, and their mutual 
mew, Incxiſtence, Inbeing, in each other. That all 
the Catholick Fathers atſerted the a3ziperoy, or inſepara- 
ble Union of the Divine Perſons, as eſſential to the Unity 
of the Godhead, is fo well known, that I need not multt- 
ply Quotations to prove it, after what I have already ob- 
ſerved to that purpoſe. But the Queſtion is, What they 
mean by this @3peroy, wherein the Eſſential Unity of 
the Godhead conſiſts. 

Now it 1s certain this relates to the inſeparable Union 
of the Perſons; for it is oppoſed to peueeropÞay vmmaxoas, 
divided and ſeparate Hypoſtaſes and Perſons, which the 
Fathers charge with 7ritheiſm. The Son is aNziper@. © 
72 Tales; 8na, inſeparable from the Eſſence and Subſtance 
of the Father, and > auny Þ) atapiras,is infeparably in the 
Father ; that he 1s begotten of the Father without any 
diviſion of Subſtance, within the Father,and inſeparable from 
him ; ſo that this does not relate immediately to the Unity 
of Nature, but the Union of Perſons, and therefore can- 
not ſignify the Singularity of the Divine Nature, but the 
Inſeparable Union of real diſtin Perſons in the Unity of 
Nature. That the @$a/pzm, this Ihſeparable Union and 

Inbeing 
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Inbeing of Perſons, does as neceſſarily prove the real Di>. 
ſtin&ion of Perſons as the Unity of Nature , as St. Hilary, 


and Athanaſius, and the other Fathers, frequently obſerve, 
' and that proves that the Unity of the Divine Nature, 
which is the Infeparable Union of Three proper ſubſiſting 
Perſons, is not the Unity of Singularity : Which ſhews by 
the way, how improperly the a3z:pe7ry is made uſe of to 
prove the Singularity of the Divine Effence, for it proves 
quite the contrary ; it is the Unity of Three which is a 


Trinity in Unity ; not the Unity of One, which is Singus - 


larity and Solitude. 

In the next place I obſerve, That by the aNziperey all 
the Catholick Fathers underſtand in this Myſtery the in- 
ſeparable Union of Relatives in the fame Individual Nature, 
not the Union of compleat , abſolute Natures, how cloſe 
and inſeparable ſoever it may be. There is by Nature no 
Inſeparable Union, but in the fame Individual Nature. 
Three compleat Individuals, though of the ſame Kind and 
Species, how cloſely and intimately ſoever they be united, 
are not by Nature inſeparable nor eſſentially One, for they 
may be parted by that Power which united them, and 
when they are parted, can fubſiſt apart; as Three come 
pleat Minds, how intimately ſoever they ſhould be united 
by God, yet can never be eflentially and infeparably 
One, for they are not eſſential to each other ; they might 


have ſubſiſted apart, and may be parted again, and an- 


External Union cannot ſo make them One, as to be natu- 
rally inſeparable. Which I think is a Demonſtration that 
a Natural Inſeparability, which is an Eflential Unity, can 
be only in One Individual Nature between ſuch Relatives 
as are Eflential to each other, and can neither be, nor 
be conceived, divided, or ſeparated: And therefore the 
Catholick Fathers repreſented the a3z;p5mv by Examples 
of Natural Unions between things Eſſentially related to 
each other in One Individual Nature, which either cannot 

be 
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be conceived , or at leaſt cannot ſubſiſt apart. Of this 
laſt Kind are a Fountain and its Streams, a Tree and its 
Branches, whereby they not only repreſent the E/omoouſion, 
but the Inſeparable Union of the Divine Perſons, as every 
one knows; for there cannot be a Fountain but its Was 
ters muſt flow out, nor Streams without a Fountain from 
whence they flow ; and though Branches may be ſeparated 
from the Tree, yet they live no longer than they- are 
united , and are Branches of that Tree no longer : But 
theſe are very imperfett Images, and without great caution 
will corrupt our Ideas of the Divine Unity. Of all Cor- 
poreal Unions the neareſt reſemblance we have of this, 
and which the Fathers moſt inſiſt on, is the Sun, and its 
natural Splendor, for we cannot conceive the Sun without 
its Splendor, nor the Splendor without the Sun ; they 
never were, never can be parted, and therefore, though 
'two, are eſſentially one. This Repreſentation the Scrip- 
ture makes of it, which calls the Son, a7z3zous © YEng, 
the Brightneſs of his Father's Glory, and in this Senſe | 
they teach that he is ps & pwr, Light of Light, as it 
is in the Nicene Creed, whereby they do not mean two 
diſtin& independent Lights, which either are or may be 

parted, though one be lighted at the 
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Sed nec ſicut Hierachas Iucernam 
dixit de lucerna , vel lampadem in 
dua; partes, Hilar, de Tr. c.6. 
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other ( this was the Hereſy of FHiera- 
chas, as St. Hilary tells us, who repre- 
ſented this Myſtery by two Candles, 
one of which is lighted at the other, 
or by one and the ſame Lamp, which 
is divided and burns in two Sockets) ; 
but that Light and Splendor which is 
eſſential to the ſame Sun, and can never 
be divided from it, as Athanafius teaches, 
But the trueſt Images we have of this 
in Nature, is the Inſeparable Union 
which is between a Mind and its own 
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Internal Word, which are ſo eſſentially mw» Anſpalown mirns, fra 


related to each other in the ſame Indi- 


T7 + van; Wor », ddtaige- 
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vidual Nature, that they can never be ibrrrs Sdoun. Ath, Syn. 


arted, nor conceived apart; the Mind x:. 

= never be without c Word, nor —_ 
the Word ſubſiſt but in the Mind: It 

is evident, That two compleat, abſolute Minds can never 
be thus united ; for they are not Eſſential to each other ; 
not naturally one, and therefore not naturally inſeparable ; 
but a Mind and its Word , though two, are eſſentially 
One, and therefore can never be parted but muſt ſubſilt 
together; and theſe are the CharaCters the Scripture gives 
us of God the Father and his Son ; the Father Infinite, 
Eternal , Self-originated Mind; the Son his Eternal Infi- 
nite, Living, Subſiſting Word. And if Father and Son, 
this Eternal Mind and Eternal Word, be as eſſentially One, 
as a mans Mind and his Word are One, this is a Demon- 
ſtration of their Inſeparable Union, and gives us a ſenſible 
Notion and Idea of it. _ 


This is the account Athanaſius every where gives of 
the aNaiper, that the Father and Son are inſeparably 
One; the Father being in the Son, and the Son in the 
Father, as the Word 1s in the Mind, and 


the Light in the Sun. To ſeparate the *O: 5 736s Swis Gay md 


Divine Perſons, ſo as not to be in each 
other, whatever other Union we own 
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between them, Dionyſus of Alexandria dds. Hed if les 
charges with 7ritheiſm ; for the Divine 5 37 tus 1, $69 abr 
Word muſt of neceſſity be one with qugnoarcir 5 ml 215 x; 
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ſiſt in him. And this Athanaſius reſolves Diony!, Alex. ap. 


into ſuch a Sameneſs and Unity of Na- Syn. Nicen. decr. 
ture, as muſt be between two Relative 275: 


Subſiſtencies in the ſame Individual Na- 
ture. 
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That the Son is in the Father, as the Word is in 


the Mind , and the Splendor in the Sun; that he is a 
genuine proper natural Son in the Father's Eſſence and 


Subſtance, not 
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e=wodry T go TIaTES; , nor ſubſiſting 
out of his Father's Subſtance, as other 
Creature Sons do. That the true No- 
tion of the Sons being in the Father, is 
that the whole Being of a Son, is © 7# 
Tatts 8a iv, the Genuine Natural 
Birth of the Father's Subſtance, the 
i3rv 3Yrnpce, as the Splendor is of the 
Sun : That the very Being of the Son 
is the Form or Species, and Divinity 
of the Father. That as the Sun and its 
Splendor are two, but not two Lights, 
but one Light from the Sun enlighten- 
ing all things with its Splendor and 
Brightneſs ; ſo the Divinity of the Son 
is the Divmity of the Father, and there- 
fore inſeparable ; and thus there is 
but one God, and none elſe beſides 
him. 

All this plainly refers to the Inſepa- 
rable Union and Inbeing of Relatives 
of the ſame Individual Subſtance, which 
are really diſtint, but eſſentially in 
each other, as the Word is in the 
Mind, and the Mind in the Word, that 
Thovght it ſelf cannot part them; which 
is ſuch an Union as can never be be- 


tween compleat abſolute Subſtances, which are not natu- 


rally Inſeparable, 


nor eſſentially One. Herein Athana/iys 


places the adequate Notion of the Fomooufron, the Same- 


neſs, Identity, and Unity of Nature. 


He tells us, That for 


this reaſon the Nicene Fathers taught the ZJomrou/ron, or 


that 
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that the Son is Conſubſtantial, or of one Subſtance with the 


Father, to ſignify that the Son is not 
only like the Father, but to be ſo of the 
Father,as to be the ſame in likeneſs ; not 
after the manner of Bodies, which are 
like each other, but ſubſiſt apart by 
themſelves, as Human Sons ſubſiſt ſepa- 
rately from their Parents; but the Ge- 
neration of the Son of the Subſtance of 
the Father is of a different Kind and 
Nature from Human Generations, for 
he is not only like, but inſeparable from 
his Father's Subſtance. He and the 
Father are One, as he himſelf ſays; The 
Word is always in the Father, and the 
Father in the Word, as it is with Light 
and its Splendor, and this is what the 
Flomoouſton ſignifies ; and in like man- 
ner he reſolves the Sameneſs, Identity, 
and Unity of Nature, into this Inter- 
nal, Inſeparable Union and Inbeing of 
Three, eſſentially related to each other 
in One Individual Divinity. 

4thly, That Mutual Inbeing of the 
Divine Perfons, which is their Inſepa- 
rable and Eſlential Union, that the Fa- 
ther is in the Son, and the Son in the 
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Father, which the Greeks call mz2xwpnns, and the Latins 
Circumixceſſio, can be underſtood only between the Rela» 


tives of the ſame Individual Efence and Subſtance, 


The 


true compleat Notion of this Inbeing or Perichorefis, is not 
merely a Mutual Preſence, or the ſame ©5z, that where- 
eyer one is, there the other is; or a kind of Immeation 
and Penetration of each other, which is a Corporeal No» 
tion, and rejected as ſuch by the Catholick-Fathers, when 
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they ſpeak of this Divine Inbeing , as 
St. Hilary expreſsly does, - eſſe autem 
non alind in alio, ut corpus in corpore ; 
that they are not in each other, as 
one Body. is in another Body, And 
when the Arians objeted againſt our 
Saviour's ſaying, 7 am in the Father, 
and the Father in me; How can this 
be in that, and that in this? Or how 
can the Father, who is greater, be at 
all in the Son, who is leſs? Or what 
wonder 1s it, that the Son ſhould 
be in the Father, when it is written of 
us all, That in him we live, and move, 
and have cur being * Athanaſius anſwers, 


{ That this is all owing to Caorporeal 


Conceits, as if they apprehended 
God to be a Body, not conſidering 
the Nature of the True Father, and true 


4. 
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«eG ima, v 252% | Son, the Inviſible and Ecernal Light, | 
— px 604d Am. | and its Inviſible Splendor ; an Javiſible-} 
TY 9.0: 494; \ Subſtance, and its unbodied Character | 
and Image. 

But the true Notion of this Inbeing and Perichorefts is 

the Perfect . Unity of the fame Individual Nature in 

Fhree. Thar the Nature and Eſſence 
of the Father is in the Sn, that the Son 
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- we, that he might ſhew the Sameneſs 
and Identity of the Godhead, and the 
Unity of Eſſence. For they are One, 
not One divided into two Parts, and 
nothing more'thin One ; for they are 
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Two, the Father is the Father, and not ' Jþid. p. 456. 

the Son; and the Son is the Son, and 

not the Father, but there is but One Nature; for he 
that 1s begotren, is not unlike in Nature to him that be- 
gets, but is his Image, and all that the Father hath is the 
JYOons. 

There is no nced to multiply Quotations to this pur- 
poſe, which may be met with every where. The Father 
is in the Son, and the Son in the Father, as the Nature 
of the: Father is, lives and fubſiſts in the: Son, not a Na- 
ture like the Fathers, but the 0 iy 72 matp3s , the Fa- 
ther's own proper Nature and Eſſence; they are in each 
other; as being eſſentially One, not One merely as being 
in each'other, as it is poſſible Three may be, and yet not 
be eſſentially One, but Three; as Three compleat abſolute 
Minds would be Three ſtill, though they ſhould perfely 
penetrate each other: Or as -Three Candles in.the ſame 
Room, are Three Lights though they are 'perfetly united 
in One: But Original Mind, its Word and Spirit are and 
muſt be in each other, as being Three in/ One Individual 
Eſſence; for the ſame undivided Eſſence can't be whole 
and entire in Three, - but thoſe Three muſt be in each other. 
If the Divinity of the Father is in the Son, the Father is 
in the Son, and the Son in the Father; the Mind 1s in its 
Word, and the Word in the Mind : The Son is in the Fa- 
ther, as eternally begotten in the Subſtance of the Father, 
whole of whole, and eſſentially one and the fame, as the 
Word is in the Mind, not by/ſuch an Union and Penetra- 
tion as we may ſuppoſe between two Minds, but as con- 


ceived in the Mind, and eſſentially one and the ſame with ir. 
Rr 2 Now 
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Now according to this Repreſentation, which aſl the 
Catholick Fathers make of this Myſtery, we muſt of ne- 
ceſſity acknowledge Number without - Multiplication , Di- 
ſtinQion without Diviſion or Separation, a perfet Trinity 
in perfe&t Unity ; Three Perſons, each of which is by him- 
ſelf True and Perfet God, but not Three Gods, but One 
God: A Mind and its Word are two, and a living, ſut- 
ſiſting Word is true and perfeAt Mind, Mind of Mind, 
and yet not two Minds, but one Mind; for the Mind and 
its Word are eſſentially One, as all Men muſt confeſs ; 
the Word is in the Mind, and the Mind in the Word, and 
therefore identically one and the ſame: for which reaſon 
the Fathers acknowledge that the Father is Spirit, the Son 
Spirit, and the Holy Ghoſt Spirit, and theſe are Three, 
but not Three Spirits, as eſſentially related to each other 
in the fame individual Eſſence, eſſentially the fame, and 
eſſentially in each other: And thus Will of Will, Wifdom 
of Wiſdom, Life of Life, Power of Power, though they 
multiply and diſtinguiſh Perſons, do. not multiply Wills, 
Wiſdoms, Lives, Powers, which are eſſentially One, as 
the Mind, its Word, and Spirit, are One: They are not 
One Life, One Will, One Underſtanding, One Power, in 
the Senſe of but One who Lives, who Wills, who Under- 
ſtands, and has Power ; but as the ſame, identically the 
ſame Life, and Will, &c. is in each of them, and indiviſibly 
and infeparably in them all. 

And. this gives an account of the Unity of Operation , 
wherein the Catholick Fathers unanimoully place the Uni- 
ty of God, for One Almighty Agent is 'but One God, 
and One Eſfential Will, Wiſdom, and Power, can be but 
One Agent; and Infinite, Original Mind, and its Eternal 
ſubſiſting Word can have but One Will, and Wiſdom, and 
Power, for the Will and Wiſdom of the Mind is in its 
Word ; the ſame, not merely ſpecifically the fame, or the 
lame by conſent, as it may be between Two _— 
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which Will. perfectly the fame thing , but the ſame One 
Individual Will ; the Father Wills, and the Son Wills , 
and they both Will diſtintly, but with one Individual 


Will ; as it, is impoſſible that. the Word ſhould Will- 
with any other Will, but the Will of that Mind, whoſe- 


Word it is. And: therefore Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
though Three Eternal , Infinite , Living, Intelligent , 


| at to cach other in a more perfet and excellent: 
manner, that Mind, its Word, and Spirit, are in Men, 
they muſt be as perfetly One Almighty Agent as a 
created Mind is, which Wills and Ads in its Word and 


Spirit. 


hoy. Perſons, which Subſiſt and Ac diſtintly, yet. 
being t 


The Diſtinction and Unity of Operation _ neceſlarily : 
proves the Diſtintion and Unity of Eſſence; it being in- 
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our way of conceiving things a neceſſary cffe&t of it; 


there muſt be ſome real-Diſtintion in the ſame Nature 
and Eſſence, ,in which there are Three who Ad diſtint- 


ly ; and there muſt be an Individual Unity. of Eſſence, 
when in Three there is but One Individual Operation 


and though theſe things may be diſtinguiſhed in- Crea-» 


tures, where we diſtinguiſh the Suppoſitum and the Powers, 


and give a priority of Nature ta the Suppoitams, "yet El- 
ſence and Energy- being the ſame- in God, who 1s a pure. 
ſimple Ac, there-can be no priority nor poſteriority be-- 
tween them , but the Demonſtration proceeds equall 
upon Nature or Operation; but that is the beſt, whic 


is the moſt intelligible Repreſentation of this: DiſtinRion.- 


and Unity. 


For this reaſon the Fathers choſe to explain the Diftin--- 


ion and Unity of the. Godhead by the Diftinion and 
Unity of Operation, which I need. not prove at large, .as 


being univerſally owned ,. and therefqre I ſhall only-ob- 


ſerve, how St. Gregory Nyſſen repreſents this matter.. 


In 
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 In;his Anſwer to' Alibi, that there 
are not Three Gods, he tells us, That 


. the beſt: way to'form the cleareſt and 
| "ns «jnewauns 79 © 'rmoſt 'perſpicuous' Notion of this; is to 
gov) ovuaclky, eta W:rwt g- | ' 


'EXarnir whit" rhis Name ©2776, 'or 


"Godhead; "ſignifies: Now whereas ſorhe 
; think this a proper Name to ſignify the 
'- Divine' Nattre and Eflence, he aſlerts 


with "tht Scriptures (# #' yeagie vwar- 


"1S1z24; #744453 ) that the Divine Nature 
' and Effence is AN Tru con; Gr EP CH50s, 


without a Name, and can't be ſignified 
by. words ; and. that every Name'which 
is given to, God, fignifies ſomething eſ- 
ſential to him,” but not his. Nature atid 
Eſſence it felf. This he ſhews particu- 
larly in ſome Names given to God, and 
affirms, That thus it 1s in'all other Di- 
vine Names, that either they remove all 
Imperfekions, or attribute all Divine 
PerteQions to him, but do not declare 
his Nature : And thus he-adds it is in 
the Natne 59G, which'is & 9225, that 
3:0; 1s Ir2714G, that is, God is a Scer, 
an Inſpetor , who beholds all things : 
Now if God ſignifies him, who fees and 
knows all things, we muſt inquire, 'whe- 
ther this All-ſeeing Power belongs, only 
to one of the Divine Perſons of the. Tr1- 
nity, or to all Three : For it this be'the 
true interpretation of the Name 957%, 
that it is an All-ſfeeing Power, and 
that He thar' ſees all, is God, we can- 
not reafonably deny this to any Perſon 
in the Holy Trinity, ſince the Scrip- 

ture 
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ture. does. equally attribute this: nniſcience't to O—__ 


Son, and Holy Ghoſt. £n,"D 4 


Well ! ſuppoſe this, as he adds, it does: not remove ruly | 


wal 


encreale the difficulty ; ; for. though God be not a Name of 
Nature, . but of Energy .and- Power, if the Natne God" 
ſignifies a Szer and InfpeRtor ,;and-there be Three, who 
thus ſee all things, Three muſt be Three Gods, as we 
number Perſons of the ſame Profeſſion, who all do the very: 


ſame things, as well asthoſe who have 
the ſame Nature z, . as we- ſay, many 
Orators, qpuanamaye + 19h and the like, 
as well as many Men. - Now this he 
anſwers by the Vaity of Energy and 
Power, which is in cach of them, 
but is but One indiviſible inſeparable 
Power; not as 'it is in Men; who 
cach of them acts ſeparately by him- 
ſelf.;., and though they do the ſame 
thing for, kind, yet what, each- of 
them does, is properly his -own doings 
and not anothers : They act ſeparately, 
and produce diſtin and ſeparate Et- 
fects, and therefore are many; Agents, 
But it 1s quite otherwiſe asito_ the Di- 
vine Nature : The Father does nothing 
by himſelf without the Son, nor the 
Son without the Holy Ghoſt ; " but each 
Divine. Operation | proceeds originally 
from the Father ,/ is, continaed. by the 
Son, and pertected. in the Holy Spirit ; 
and therefore the name; of. Energy 1s 
not divided into a number-of Agents, 
becauſe neither of them acts ſeparately | 
by himſelf. 
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And this he proves from the Unity 
of the Eff:& ; that whatever good thing 
we receive from God, as ſuppoſe Life, 
is attributed to Father, S5n, and Holy 
Ghoſt ; *but though it be given by 
Three, that which is given, or done 
for us. is not Three ; we do not re- 
ceive three Lives, one from each Per- 
ſon of the Trinity, but we have but one 
Life, which we receive from them all. 
Now where there is but One Undivided 
EffeR, there can be but One Natural 
Agent ; for ſeparate Agents will pro- 
duce ſeparate Effets; and therefore 
there can be but one motion of the Di- 
vine Will from the Father by the Son to 
the Holy Spirit, and that without di- 
ſtance and Succeſſion. Now it is plain, 
that all this does not ſignify a mere Uni- 
ty of Conſent, as may be between Three 


Diſtin& and Separate Minds, but the 


Unity of Principle, which aQs diſtin&1y, 
but uniformly and inſeparably in Three ; 
the ſame Divine Will, which is origi- 


nally in the Father, ating in the ſame manner, and with 
one indiviſfible motion (as they ſpeak) in the Son, and 
Holy Spirit ; which Unity of Operation, though ir admits 
of diſtin Ads, and conſequently a real diſtin&ion of Per- 
ſons, yet proves the individual Unity of Eſſences for there 
can be no Unity of Principle or Operation, but in the 
fame Individual Eſſence ; where Three Perſons are united 
in the ſame Individual Efſence, as the Mind, its Word, 
.and Spirit, are in Man. 


And 


Soc1intan Controverſy. 

And here (had there not been enough already ſaid about 
it). is a proper Place to vindicate that late Repreſentation 
which has-been made of the Diſtinion and Unity of the 
GogJhead by the ſe!f-conſciouſneſs, and mutual conſciouſneſs of 
the Divine Perſons. | 

I have met with no body yet ſo hardy as to deny, 
that S-It-conſciouſneſs 1s eſſential to the natural Unity of a 
Perſon, and that Three Perſons cannot be naturally and ef- 
ſentially One without- mutual Conſciouſneſs. But rhe great 
Objection againgg this Notion ( and which I am amazed to 
find ſome Learned Men inſiſt on) is the order of Nature, 
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. See the De 


ence 
Dr. Sher- 
lock's Ne» 
tion of 8 
Trinity it 


_ Unity, 


which requires, that a Perſon ſhould_be One by an Uaity of - 


Nature, before it can be ſelf-conſcious ; and that Three 
Perſons muſt be One by the Unity of Nature, before they 
can be mutually conſcious: For the Unity of Nature, and 
the Union of Perſons in the ſame Nature, muſt be before 
all Aaqs of Self-conſciouſneſs, and mutual Conſciouſneſs : 
And that which in the order of Nature comes after ſuch a 
Diſtintion and Union cannot be the cauſe of it. 

But whoever thought of cauſes of Diſtin&ion and Unity 
in an Eternal Nature, which has no cauſe 2 Did the Fa- 
thers philoſophize thus concerning Priority and Poſteriority 
in the Divine Nature, when they placed the Unity of the 
Godhead in the Unity of Energy and Operation ? For does 


not the ſame Objecion lie againſt the Unity of Energy 


and Operation , that does zgainſt mutual conſciouſneſs , 
( which is effential to this Unity of Energy ) that the 
Djvine Perſons muſt firſt be One, before they can be 
One Energy and Power? and therefore 
that One Energy does not cauſe their 


Ma XX 5 T&gs 165 avmiger- 
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he thought it not worth the while to 
diſpute that Point with them ; for the 
Divine Nature being Infinite and Incom- 
prehenſible, the pure and fimple Nature 
of God is not the immediate Obje& of 
our Knowledge, can have no name and 
definition given it; and therefore we 
can know nothing of it immediately and 
directly, but by ſuch Eſfential Attributes 


and Properties, as we @@1 form ſome no- 

tion of. 
The not conſidering this, how perfeAly unknown and 
incomprehenſible the Divine Nature it ſelf is, occaſioned 
a rgHotho to tell us, That A» Hypotheſis in this Afair, 
which leaves out the very Nexus, the Natural and Eternal Tni- 
on, and inſiſts up? mutual conſciouſneſs, which at moſt # but 
the conſequence thereof , wants the principal thing requiſite to 
the ſalving the Unity of the Godhead. 

But this is to philofophize about the abſtrated Natures 
and Eſſences of Things, even the Divine Subſtance and 
Eflence, which I dare not preſume to do. No doubt but 
God is the moſt real ſubſtantial Being in the World, even 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; and there is as little doubt, 
but there is as real and ſubſtantial an Union between them : 
But I know nothing of the Subſtance of God, as diſtin- 
guiſhed from his, Efſential Attributes and PerfeCtions, nor 
of ſuch a R—_ and Unity of Subſtance in the Deity, 
as can help us to form any notion of a Trinity in Unity, 
and defend it from the Charge of ContradiQtion and Impoſ- 
ſibility, when we have done. For we muſt have a care of 
conceiving any Extenſion, or Parts, or Compoſition in God, 
without which we can have no notion of a Diſtinction and 
Union of Subſtances, conſidered purely nnder the notion 
of Subſtan&. And therefore we muſt be contented to be 
ignorant of the Subſtance and Subſtantial Unions of the 
bp. 4 yp © of | "” _ 24 ” Deity, * h 
4 | 6 I f / | 
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Deity, as we are of all other Subſtantial Unions. We know 
not what the Subſtance of a Spirit is, nor what the Sub» 
ſtance of Matter is, nor what their. ſubſtantial Unity-4s: 
And therefore when we inquire into their Diſtinion and 
Unity, we never meddle with the Eſlential Reaſons and 
Cauſes of Unity, which are concealed from vs, but conſi- 
der as far as Senſe, or Reaſon, or Obſervation will reach, 
wherein the Uaity of any thing conſiſts, and when a thing 
may be ſaid to be One : As to inſtance at preſent only in 
the Unity of a Mind, and in the: Union of Soul and 
Body. 


Mind one with it felf, and diſtinguiſh it from all other 
Minds, but a ſelf-conſcious Senſation, that it feels it ſelf,and its 
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Is there any thing elſe in the World which can make a 


whole ſelf, and only it ſelf 2 I ſuppoſe theſe Men will grant, - 
that ſuch a Mind is One, and but One, and diſtin from 
all other Minds; but Self-conſciouſneſs is not the formal rea» 


ſon of the Unity of a Mind, or of a Perſon, becauſe in or- 
der of Nature the Unity of a Mind or Perſon muſt go be 
fore Self-conſciouſnels ; that is, Self-conſciouſneſs is owin 

to the Unity of Eſſence, not the Unity of Eſſence to Selt- 
conſciouſneſs. Well, but what is rhis Eſſence of a Mind, 
and this Unity of Eſknce, which makes a Mind One ? 
Truly that no body can tell ; and therefore to fay a Mind 
is one by the Unity of its Eſſence, is to ſay, it is One, be» 
cauſe it is ſo; for we know no more of the matter : But 


Self-conſciouſneſs is a ſenſible Unity, which we all feel in _ 


our ſelves, and know our ſelves from other Men by it. 

This Unity of Eſſence we know nothing of, but by Self- 
conſciouſneſs; and I deſire to know, whatever the Unity of 
Eſſence be, whether any but a Self-conſcious Unity would 
make a Mind One, and diſtinguiſh it from all other Minds? 
which ſhews, that we have nothing to do with the naked 
Eſſences and Subſtances of Things, but with their imme- 
diate and eſſential Properties; -=_ when we know them, 

2 we 
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we know all that is to be known of Natnre ; and therefore 
we can know no more of the Unity of a Mind than Self- 
conſciouſneſs. 

The Subſtances of things are diſtinguiſhed from each 
/other by their Ellential Properties, and therefore from them 
/ we mult learn their Unity or Diſtintion. A Mind is a 
' Subſtance, and Matter is Subſtance; and the eſſential dif- 

ference between them, as far as we can underſtand, is, that 
a Mind 1s a thinking Subſtance, and Matter extended 
Subſtance; and therefore we muſt judge of a Mind by the 
propertics of Thinking, and of Matter by extenſion : The 
Unity of a Thinking Sabſtance muſt:conſift in the Unity of 
Thoughts and Senſations, that is, in one Conſciouſneſs ; and 
the Unity of an Extended Subſtance in the continuity of its 
extenſion ; and to ask farther, what 1s the cauſe or princi- 
ple of Conſciouſneſs in a Mind, or of One Conſciouſneſs in 
One Mind, is to ask a reafon of the natures of things ; . 
why a Mind is a Thinking. Being, and why One Thinking 
Being has one Center of Thoughts: Why do they not ask 
alſo, how Extenſion comes to be eſſential to Matter, and 
how Matter is extended? I know no reaſon to be given of 
ſuch matters, but the Will of God, who formed all things 
according to the Ideas of his own Infinite Wiſdom. 

This | hope is ſufficient to be ſaid concerning the order 

7 of Nature, and the priority and poſteriority of our Con- 
ceptions; for if we do not ſtop in our Inquiries at imme- 
diate and eſſential Properties, but demand an antecedentRea- 
ſon for them, this is to demand a Reaſon of Nature, Why 
things are what God has made them : Thoſe who are not 
contented to contemplate Nature in its immediate andEſſen- 
tial Properties, may philoſophize by themſelves for me; for 
there is nothing more to be known without an intuitive 
knowledge of Nature it ſelf, which none can have but the 
Author of Nature. ' 


Thus 
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Thus ſhould you inquire of me concerning the Union of 
Soul and Body ; all that I know of it is, That they are uni- 
ted in one Conſcious Life; That the Soul feels all the Im- 

reſſions of the Body, and direts and governs it., No, 
will ſuch Philoſophers ſay, here wants the Nexus, the na- 
tural Union between Soul and Body ; for they muſt be One 
by a Natural Union before there can be this Conſcious Life 
and Sympathy between them, which is not the Union, but 
the effe and conſequent of this Union, Very true! They 
muſt be vitally united to have One Life, *and to receive 
impreſſions from each other ; But can they give any other 
notion of this Vital Union, than that the Body is animated 
by the Soul, and lives with it > Could theſe Philoſophers, 
tell you, how a Soul, which is an Immaterial Being, could / 
be faſtened to a Body, what Union of Subſtances there is 
between them, (which is the thing they want to know) 
would they underſtand a Vital Union ever the better for it ? 
An Union of Subſtances ſeems to ſignify ſome kind of Con- 
tact, which is hard to conceive between Body and Spirit ; 
but however an Union of Contact, and an Union of Life, 
are two very different kinds of Union, and do not include or 
infer each other; and therefore the rrue Anſwer to that 
Queſtion, How Soul and Body are united, is not to ſay, 
That their Subſtances are united or faſtened together, 
which gives us no notion of-a Vital Union ; but that the 
Soul lives in the Body, and gives life to it ; receives im- 
preſſions ſrom it, and governs its motions. But to in». 
quire farther, is to inquire into the Reaſons of Natural 
and Eſſential Unions, which are as great Myſteries as Nas - 
ture is: We may as well ask, How a Soul lives, as how 
it animates a Body ; and God alone knows both. So that 
to inquire after the Natural Nexus, or Crzment of this 
Union, is nothing at all to the purpoſe, and is not the Ob- 


ject of Human Knowledge. 
Now. 
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Now, though the Vital Union between Soul and Body, 
and the Union of mutual Conſciouſneſs, be of a very dif- 
ferent Kind and Nature, yet the Diſpute about the 
Nexus, or the Natural Union of Subſtances, is much the 
ſame. 

Conſciouſneſs is the Unity of a Spirit ; Self-conſcioul- 
neſs is the Unity of a Perſon, and by the fame reaſon mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs is a Natural Union of Three diſtin&t 
Self-conſcious Perſons in the Unity of the ſame Nature. 
And to rej:& this for want of a Nexus, or the Natural 
Union of Subſtances, is as if we ſhould deny the Union 
of Soul and Body to be an Union of Life or Animation, 
becauſe this don't explain the Natural Nexus between 
Soul and Body: If a Mutual Conſcious Union be an Ef 
fential Union of Three diſtin& Perſons in the ſame Na» 
ture, as a Vital Union is the Eflential Union of Soul and 
Body , we have nothing to do in either Caſe with the 
Union of Subſtances which we can know nothing of, and 
if we could, ſhould underſtand theſe Unions never the 
better for it. For whatever Union of Subſtance we may 
ſuppoſe between Soul and Body, and the Three Divine 
Perſons in the Holy Trinity, it is the Kind and Species 
of Union which gives us the Notion and Idea of it. If you 
inquire, what Spirit, and what Matter is? It would not be 
thought a good Anſwer to theſe Queſtions, to ſay a Spirit 
is a Subſtance, and Matter is a Subſtance, without adding 
their Specifick Differences, that a Spirit is an intelligear 
thinking Subſtance, and Matter is an extended Subſtance; 
nor is it 2 better Anſwer to that Queſtion,what Union there 
is between Soul and Body, or between the Three Divine 
Perſons in the Trinity , To fay, That their Subſtances are 
united, which gives us no diſtinCt Notion of their Union ; 
but a Vital Union, and a Mutual Conſcious Union, con» 
tain diſtin Ideas; and if theſe be Natural and Eſſential 
Unions, though we know no more of the Union - Sub- 

ances 
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flances than we do, what Subſtance is, yet we know that 
the Soul and Body muſt be one Natural Perſon, and 
the Three Divine Perſons muſt be naturally and eſſentially 
One God ; for a Natural Union makes One according to 
the Nature of that Union. 

It is viſible enough what has. occaſioned this Miſtake ; 
Men conſider Mutual Conſciouſneſs between Three Com- 
pleat, Abſolute, Independent Minds, and rightly enough 
conclude, that how conſcious ſoever they were to each 
other, this could not make them eſſentially One ; for 
every compleat Mind is One by it ſelf, and not natu- 
rally Conſcious to any One but it ſelf, and by whatever 
Power they ſhould be fo united, as to be mutually Conſci- 
ous, this could not make them effentially One ; they 
would be Three Mutually Conſcious Minds, not eſffenti- 
ally One Mind; for they are not by Nature One, nor 
mutually Conſcious, and therefore may be parted again; 


and ceaſe to be ſo. But then, in this way of ſtating it, ' 
the Objection equally lies againſt the Perichorefis, the in- | 


/. ſeparable Union and In-being of Minds, which can never 
- make Three Compleat Ablolute Minds eſſentially One: 
But if we apply this to the Union of Living , Subſiſting, 
Intelligent Relatives of the ſame Individual Effence, to Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Eternal, Self-originated Mind, 
its Eternal, Living, Subſfiſting, Word, and Eternal Spirit,. 
this Mutual Conſciouſneſs gives us the molt [ntelligible 
Notion of the Eſſential and Inſeparable Union and In-being 
of Three in One. I dare not fay what other Men can do; 
but F have tried my ſelf, and can form no Notion of an 
Unity in Trinity, but what either neceſſarily includes, | or 
ultimately reſolves it ſelf into One Natural Eſſential Con- 
ſciouſneſs in Three. i, 
The Divine Nature is indiviſibly and infeparably One i 
Three; but we muſt not underſtand this Inſeparability after 


the manner of Bodies, whoſe Parts may be divided and 
ſeparated 


- 
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ſeparated from each other ; God is not Body, and has no 
Parts; but in the Unity of the Godhead there is Eternal Ori- 
ginal Mind, an Eternal Word, and Erernal Spirit, which 
are inſeparable from each other, that is, can never be 
parted: What then can parting and ſeparating ſignify in 
a Mind, which has no Parts to be torn and divided from 
each other ? I can underſtand nothing by it, but that the 
Mind does no longer ſee, and know, and feel its Word in 
it ſelf, nor the Word the Mind ; for this would make a 
perfect Separation between the Mind and its Word ; that 
Mind has no Word which does not fee and feel itin it ſelf; 
and were it poſlible that a living ſubſiſting Word ſhould 
loſe all Conſcious Senſation of the Mind, whoſe Word it 
is, it would ceaſe to be a Word, and commence a perfect 
ſeparate Mind it ſelf : So that as far as we can conceive it, 
the Inſeparable Union between Father and Son, between 
Original Infinite Mind, and its Eternal Word, is an inſe- 
parable Conſcious Life and Senſation, which is ſuch a 
Natural Demonſtration of their Inſeparable Union, as no 
other Notion can give us; for all Men feel that a Mind 
and its Word can never be parted; a Mind can never be 
without its Word, nor the Word ſubſiſt but in the 
Mind. | 

Thus what other poſſible Notion can we form of the 


'Perichorefts, or Mutual In-veing of Father and Son, as our 


| Saviour tells us, 7 am in the Father, and the Father in me, 
' which is their Natural and Eſſential Unity, 7 and my Fa- 


ther are one? We all feel how the Word is in the Mind, 
and the Mind in the Word; the Mind knows, and feels, 
and comprehends its own Word; and a perfec, living , 
ſubfiſting Word knows and feels that whole Mind, whoſe 
Word it is, in it ſelf; for the Word is nothing elſe but the 
whole Mind, living and ſubſiſting in the Word, which is 
another Hypoſtaſis, but perfely One and the ſame Na- 
ture; and therefore as they know themſelves, ſo they 

know 
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know and feel each other in themſelves. As the Father 
knoweth me, faith Chriſt, /o know I the Father, 10 John 15. 
And thus to ſee and know God by an Internal Senſation, 
and to be in him, are <quivalent Expreſſions in Scripture, 
1 John 18. No man hath ſeen Gd at any time; the only be- 
otten Son, which is in the boſom of the Father, he hath de- 
clared him: Where to ſee God, and to be in the Bolom of 
the Father, muſt ſignify the ſame thing ; for to be 7» rhe 
Boſom of the Father , is put in the place of ſeeing God, 
that is, to ſee him within, to ſee him in his Bolom, as 
the Word ſees the Mind, and this is to be in his Boſom, 
and thus the Son 15 in the Father. | 
The ſame Account we have of the Ho- \ ; Laugh 
ly Spirits being in God, 1 Car. 2. 11. For | . Mayes 1040 J TVs 
what man knoweth the things of a man, but | of ptr mga; carte 
Se A i | Tecs, 7 op ud, 77 Ts ay- 
the ſpirit of man, which is in him? even ſo were ina my' avxie.. Theo 
the things of G1d knoweth n» man, but the phyl, in locum. 
Spirit of God; that is, the Spirit of God - -- 
is in God, as the Spirit of a Man is in Man, and therefore | 
by this In-being, the Spirit of God knows all the Things | 
of God by ſuck an Internal Conſcious S:nſation, as the} 
Spirit of Man knows what is in Man. 
Thus what is the Unity of Energy and Operation, but, 
the ſame Conſcious Will and Power aCting diſtiniy, bur / 
inſcparably in Three? for without this Internal Conſci- 
ouſneſs, . they muſt be Three ſeparate Wills and ſeparate _..-., 
Powers, and produce diſtin and ſeparate Effets ; but 
when God, his Word and Spirit are in each other, and ſee, 
and know, and feel each other in themſelves, as a Man's 
Mind, his Word, and Spirit, do, though in a more perfect 
and excellent manner, there can be but One undivided * 
Motion of the Divine Will, as there is but One Conſcious | 
Life in Three; the Son lives, ſubſiſts, wills, underſtands, |! 
and ads, in and with the Father, and therefore is but One 


Eternal Life, One Almighty Will and Power. 
Tl 


Now 
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Now as Novel as ſome Men think this Notion of the 
nity of Mutual Conſciouſneſs to be, we meet with it more 
than once in expreſs words in St. Hilary, whoſe Authority 
I hope is ſuthicient to vindicate it from the charge of No- 


velty. 


Sed c1:99 natura Dei in naturs Dei 
ſubſtit:ſſit, id eft , ex patre filuas na- 
tus efſet, per virtutis ac nature In 
ſe paterne conſcientizm, nthil ab 
ſe, niſi quod patrem facientemmidiſſer, 
frium facere poſſe teſtatus eff. Et 
cum untizenitus Deus paterne v:rtutss 
operationibus operaretur , tantum ſibi 
ad fatiendum praſumeret, quantum 1n 
Conſcientia ſua eſkt , -oſeporabilem 
& ſe Dei Patris, quam per higitiman 
nativitatem obtinchat, poſſe naturam ; 
non enim corporalibus monis wviact , 
ſed viſus ei omnis in virtute Natu- 
rz eſt. Hil. de Trin. c. 7. 

Et demonſtratio operum non 1gn0- 
rationis inſtruftio, ſed noſtra fidet, 
que nm fil;o ſcientiam ignoratorum, 
jed nobis confeſſiomem nativitatis in- 
Vex:t - ut demonſtratis ip/a na- 
rivitatis eſſe ſubſtantia dveeretur, cut 
per atleFiomew paris oporum patere 
1107 11741 ennnmnmm Eſet cognara cognitio. 
Ibid. 

Quod autem widet, conſcia in ſe 
nature [icrificatur agnitio, Of in eo 
nunc verem Dei cognoſce naturam. 
Ibid. Unzgenitus 1gittur Deus nature 
in /e ſux conſting, &C. 

Dicen: enim ſe per loquentem loqui, 
& per eperantem cperart, & per ju- 
atcantem judicare , & per viſum wie 
arre, JF per recon: 14: tem rYecONcre 
liwi, © manere ſe in co, qui in ſe 
maneret , quaro quo alio ad intellis 
gentia noſtre ſenſum Expeſitionis ſue 
ts potuerit apertior: ſermone,nt unum 
oſſe itelligeremtur quam iſio, quo 
per na'ivitatis veritatem, C nature 
witatem, quicquid filius ageret, & 


Thus with reference to what our Sa- 
viour ſays, No man knoweth the Son but 
the Father; neither knoweth any man the 
Father, ſave the Son, and he to whomſs- 
ever the Son will reveal him, 11. Matth. 
27. St. Hilary obſerves, ( Hilar. de 
Trin, e. 2 ) [lis ſcientia mutua ef, illis 
viciſſim cognitio perfetta; That Father 
and Son have a mutual perfet Know- 
ledge of each other. And this he aſſerts 
to be a Conſcious Knowledge, connate 
with him, a Conſcious S-nfation of his 
Father's Nature in himfelt, which our 
S1viour himſelf ſignifies by his Unity 
of Nature and Operation with the Fa- 
ther ; as the Reader may fee in the Mar» 

in. 

Thus Tertullian long before deſcrit'\] 


'this mutual Conſciouſneſs between God 


and his Ertcrnal Word and Wiſdom by 
what we feel in our ſce:ves when we 
ſilently muſe alone, our Word: does as 
it were talk with us, and return our 
Thoughts to us, is preſent with us in 
every Turn, and Motion, and Pulſe of 


Thought , and internal Senſation, as 


\ 


conſcious to all within us. 

Thus he te}ls us, Thatithe Son alone 
knows the Father, and does not his 
own, but his Father's Will, which he 


knows 


| 


f 


| 


filium, as the Word is in 
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knows, de proxime, imo d: initio; that 
is, by an immediate Intuitive Know- 
ledge, not by External Communication, 
but by Internal Sznfation. Thus the 
Son does nothing of himſelf, -but what 
he ſees the Father do ;” iy ſenſu ſcilicet 
facieutem, in his own Mind and Will ; 
Pater enim ſenſu agit, the Father does 
all things by diſpoſing and ordering all 
things in his own Mind and Will; Fz. 


| lius vero, qui in ſenſu Patris eft, videns 


perficit : The Son, who is in the Mind, 


— 
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diceret, id in filio, pater, & loque” 
retur Of ageret ? Non eft hoc itaque 
Nature 2 fe alieng mmm__ Se per 
fefta nativitate in Deum perfeFum 
genite divinitatis, eujus hac natura- 
his conſcientiz fiducia eft , ut ticat, 
ego tn Patre , & Pater in me, & 
omnia , que Patres ſunt, mea funt. 
Id. I. 8. 

Vide cum tacitus tecum ipſe con- 
grederis, ratione hoc ipſum agi intrs 
Fe, occurrente ed tibi cum ſermone, ad 
ommnem cogitatiis tui motum, Or 0n- 
nem ſenſus tui pulſam, Tert. Cont. 
Prax, p. 503. Paris. 

Tert. Contr. Prax. c. 13. p. 509. 


and Senſe, and Will of the Father, ſees the Father's Will, 


and does it: Now let any Man 


tell me what elſe can be 


meant by the Sons being in ſenſu Parris, & widens in 


ſenſu Patris , but this Internal 


Conſcious Senſation, 


St. Cyril of Alexandria calls it ouvehiAnng & T'arr0s Na T3 Cyr 1. 4. 
77RTes;, that the Son Wills together with the Father, Joan. 


and with the fame Will. 
This Union does not only exceed all 


the Unions allo of Souls and Minds, « 


And Fulgentius 


2815 x} Cy aurOH; v0 » 


was with God, ficut in mente verbum , ficut in corde cox: 
the Mind, and Counſel in the 


Heart. 

Marius Viitorinus Afer tells us to the 
ſame purpoſe, That the Son being in the 
Boſom of the Father, ſignifies, that he 
is God ; that he is in the Boſom and 
Womb of his Subſtance, and therefore 
they are Conſubſtantial, each of them 
—_ in each other, and knowing each 
other. 


Tt 2 


Dzonyfius the 


Areopagite , ſays, Dion. de 
bodily Unions, but —_ 
AA ty 3h os hun. © 
tells us, The Word Fulg. 3.ad 


C. 7. 


Unigenitus qui eft in gremio Pas 
ris, quod eft eſſe Deum , In gremio 
emm & in witpe ſubſtantie ; 0440 
v1 *Y utergue, & ſubſtantia tr 
divinitate conſitens, Krerque in utro- 
que , Or cogneſcit uterque urrumque, 
Via. Afer. Bl. Patr. Vol. 4. p. 
199. 


But 
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Id enim quod ait , Ego & Pater 
Unum ſumus, tentant ad Unanimi- 
tatis referre conſenſum, ut volunt atis 
in his wnitas ſit, non nature; id et, 
wut non per id quod idem ſunt, ſed per 
id quod ia:'m wvolumt, unum ſint. 


Hil. de Tr. 1 8. 
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| Bur not to multiply Quotations ; all 
thoſe Catholick Fathers and Do@tors, 
who placed the Unity of the Godhead in 
Conſent, (and none of them rejected 
this in a Catholick Senſe) could under- 
ſtand nothing leſs by it than this mutual 
natural Conſiouſnelsfor any other Con- 


ſent was down right Arianiſm, as St. Hilary witneſles ; 
and yet thus the famous Lucian, whom the Arians would 
have cha!llenged as theirs, but whom the Catholick 
Church always owned, expreſſes it in his Creed ; and thus 


Et "quia dixit Unum, intel igant 


heretici quod non dixit Unus, Unum ' 


enim neutraliter poſitum , ſacietatis 
concordiam , non wunitat:m perſone 
jonat. Novar. de Trin. c. 22. 

Quod autem diftum oft, ut ſint 
quidem per ſubſtautiam tria, per con» 
ſonantiam vero unum, non habet ca- 
lummiam , quia cognominato ſpiritu, 
id eſt, paracleto, conſonantia potins 
quam efſentia per ſimilitudinem ſub- 

antia pradicare convenit unitatem. 
Hil. de Synod. 

Aitim Is bu Jiagoes. To us 
x) 7% ml3s Os Srhiguam, "ANA 
x7! 7 dpyerumey + 4zammn]G& 
1512.Gr, yy if xy BY © da 
wWnlG, % 79 ms wry Uo 
xaniagy Exe, Kc Or. Nil. 
cont Eun. Oc. 12. P 3 45. 


per ſubſtantiam tria , per conſonantiam 
vero unum : Three in Subſtance, but in 
Conſent and Agreement One, is juſtified 


' by St. Hilary, ( Hilar. de Synod.) as ve- 
' ry Catholick; but then he refers this to 


the Holy Spirit, who is the ſubſtantial 
Bond and Cement of this Union and 
Conſent. But Gregory Nyſſen, who al- 
lows of this Unity of Conſent, more in- 
telligibly repreſents it by the Conſent 
and Uniformity of all the Motions be- 
tween the Prototype and its Image, or 
a Man's Face in a Glaſs, which moves 
and acts with it. Thus Chriſt is the 
Image of the Inviſible God, and is im- 
mediately and inſtantly affeQted toge- 
ther with his Father. Does the Father 
Will any thing? The Son alſo, who is 


in the Father, knows the Fathers Will, or rather is the 


Father's Will, 


But this I think is ſufficient to be ſaid about mutual Con- 
 {ciouineſs, which is ſo manifeſtly the DoQtrine of the Fathers, 
| of ſome in expreſs Terms,and of all according to the true In- 

terpretation of what they taught, thar T cannot imagine the 


meaning 


WS 
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, meaning of this furious Zeal againſt it, but a Sabe/ian Zeal 
againſt Three Conſcious Perſons, for one ſingle SzIf-conſcious 
| Nature : As St./7i/ary obſerves in the Diſpute between the Sa- 
 bellians and Arians. The Arians allowed Father and Son to be 
Two Diſtin& Perſons, but denied their Conſubſtantiality, or 
Unity and Sameneſs of Nature: The Sabe/ians, who denied 
| the diſtinQion of Perſons, but aſſerted the Sameneſs, Uni- 
/ty and Singularity of Nature, which they thought ſuffici- 
| ently proved One Perſon, as well as 
/ One Nature (as no doubr but it does) Nw abs nature, quem que ſul 
/ confuted the Arian Diſſimilitude of Na- any Hit d: "i; 
ture by what our Saviour ſays, 7 and my 
Father are one; which they ſaid could be the Language of 
' none, but of a Nature conſcious to it ſelf of its own Identity, 
, and Sameneſs, which he allows to be a good Argument 
| againſt the Arzans, (which he could not have done, had he 
| not allowed this Conſciouſneſs in the Trinity) but then ob- 
' ſerves, That the Arians did as eff-tually confute them, as 
to the diſtinction of Perſons ; and thus 
\ between them both the Catholick Faith, Urterque hoſftiz Eccleſia res Beckie 
/of a real diſtin&tion of Perſons, in the 7273 4m Sabellnu Dean ex nature 
| Szmeneſs and Conſcious Unity of Na- came file DE 
ture, was vindicated. In ſhort, If the Ibid. . 
; Whole Divine Nature 1s conſcious to it 
ſelf, as every Created Mind is conſcious to ail that is in 
it ſelf; and the Three Divine Perſons ſubſiſt in the 
Individual Unity of the ſame Nature, then theſe Divine 
Perſons muſt be intimately and mutually conſcious to 
each other, as a Mind, its Word, and Spirit, are; and 
however Men pleaſe to philoſophize about this, as to the 
prius & poſterius , whether they will make the Unity of 
Nature the cauſe of this mutual Conſciouſneſs, and there» 
fore in order of Nature prior to it ; or make mutual Con- 
ſciouſneſs not the cauſe of this Unity, but the Eſſential Uni- 
on of Three Diſtin& Subſiſting Perſons in the Unity - the 
me 
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fame Individual Nature ; I will not contend with any Man 
/ which of theſe ſpeak moſt properly. Conſciouſneſs is the 
' Unity of an Intelligent Nature, and the mutual Conſciouſ- 
neſs of Perſons in the ſame Nature, and the Conſcious Uni- 
ty of Nature in Three DiſtinQ Perſons is the ſame thing. 
We cannot conceive the Unity of a Mind without Con- 
ſciouſneſs, nor any other kind of Unity of a Mind, but a 
Conſcious Unity ; nor can we conceive an Internal Eſſen- 
tial Conſciouſneſs without an Efſential Unity ; and if the 
mutual Conſciouſneſs of Perſons in the fame Nature, is the 
Conſciouſneſs of Nature, I cannot ſee why we may not 
ſay, That it is at leaſt One Notion of the Unity of Na- 


ture £00. 


But to return where I left off, ( if this may be called a 
a Digreſſion) what I have now ſaid, is ſufficient to ſhew, 
how neceflary this Doqrine of Relations is to give us a ſen» 
ſible notion of a Trinity in Unity. 

To affert a Real Trinity, we muſt aſſert Three Real, Di- 
ſtin&, Subſiſting, Subſtantial, Intelligent Perſons, neither 
of which is each other, and each of which is by himſelf, in 
his own proper Perſon, True and Perfe&t God : But this, 
ſay Sabellians, Arians, and Socinians, is to aſſert Three 
Gods ; which the Catholick Church always abhorred the 
thoughts of. Now how the Fathers anſwered this Charge, 
and vindicated the Divine Unity in a Trinity of Real Sub- 
ſiſting Perſons, I have already particularly ſhown, as by 
the Gonſubſtantialiry, the perfet Sameneſs and Identity of 
Nature, whole of whole, their Inſeparability, and Unity of 
Operation ; but we can form no diſtin Idea of all this, but 
only among Perſonal Subſiſting Relatives of the fame In- 
dividual Nature. Whatever is not this, is a meer Specifick 
Conſubſtantialiry and Identity of Nature, and an External 
Union, how inſeparable ſoever it be, which muſt makea 


number of Individuals in the Divine, as well as Human 
Nature ; 


SOCINIAN Controverſy. 


Nature: but now it is plain to a Demonſtration, That if 
God hath an Eternal Subſiſting Word, and an Eternal Sub- 
ting Spirit, they can be but One Individual Eſſence, as a 
Man's Mind, and Word, and Spirit, are One; and there- 
fore all Three but One God, as a Man, with his Mind, and 
Word, and Spirit, is but One Man ; which is an Intelligi- 
ble Notion of the wiz 93:5, One Individual Efſence and 
Godhead : For though the Word of God be a Perſon, which 
a Man's Word is nor, yet if his true Nature and Character 
is the Word, he is the fame to the Eternal Mind, which a 
Man's Word is to his Created Mind, and therefore God, 
and his Living, Subſiſlting Word, muſt be One Individual 
Efence, as a Man's Mind and his Word are One; a Word 
muſt be conceived and begotten of the Mind, and can 
have no other Subſtance, if it be a Living, Subſtantial 
Word, but that of the Mind; and if it be a perfe&t Word, 
the perfet Image of the Mind, it muſt be whole of whole, 
all that the Mind is; for the whole Mind is in its perfe&t 
Word and Image, and lives and ſubſiſts in it, and the 
whole Word in the Mind. So that the Coeternity, the 
Coequality, the Conſubſtantiality, the Identity, the Inſe- 
parability, the Unity of Operation between God and his 
Word, is fo far from being Jargon, Contradidtion, Unin= 
telligible Nonſenſe, that it God have an Eternal Word, it 
15 ſelf-evident that thus it muſt be : When we contemplate 
the Confubſtantiality of Father and Son, under the notion 
of Subſtance, we can form no Idea of a whole, which is of 
a whole, that the Father ſhould communicate his whole E(- 
ſence, and Subſtance, to the Son, and be the whole himfelf; 
and this is no great wonder, ſince we can form no [dea at all 
of the Divine Subſtance z but we can very well underſtand, 
That the Whole Mind muſt be in its Word, that the Eternal 
Mind and its Word muſt be Conſubſtantial, Coeternal, Coe- 


qual, Two, but perf:ly the ſame,inſeparably in each other ; 


for all this is included in the very Relatton and Notion of a 
Mind, 
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Mind, and its Word. I'm ſure, a Living, Subſiſting Word, 
which is not Conſubſtantial , Coeternal, Coequal, with 
that Eternal Mind, whoſe Word it is ; that a Mind ſhould 
be without its Word ; that an Infinite, Eternal Mind, 
which is perfet Life and Being, ſhould have a vaniſhing, 
periſhing Word, as Man has; not a livirg, fubſiſting Word ; 
thata Mind and its Word ſhould ever be parted ; that the 
Word ſhould not be and ſubſift in the Mind, and the Mind J 
in the Word; I fay, all this contradidts all the Notions we 
have of a Mind and its Word : We cannor immediately 
and directly contemplate the D.vine Nature and Eſſence, 
which is ſo infinitely above us, and therefore we mult con- 
template it in ſuch Ideas and Repreſentations, as God him- 
ſelt makes of it ; and if they are ſuch, as we can form an 
intelligible notion of, we have no reaſon to complain of 
unintelligible Myſteries and Contradictions, though when 
we reduce it into Terms of Art, we find our Minds con- 
founded and perplext, and unable to form any diſtin and 
eaſy Ideas. 


The Arians, to avoid the Conſubſtan-: 
Quod fo de nomine ſubſtantia aut tiality of the Son with the Father, would / 


nature Divine voluerint dicere, fa- f ; 
cile revincuntur , quia Uſiam Grace nor allow the Term Subſtance to be uſed 


& Latine Subſtantiam frequenter of God ; the Catholick Fathers proved, 
Seripturs memoravit—quos fiex ali that Subſtance is in Scripture uſed con- 
ſubſtantid filium dicunt, ipfi ſe revin- ; . 
cunt, & wverbum ſubſtantia quod me> CErning God, and that the Artians could 
—_ uu ny or —_— not reaſonably rejet it, becauſe they 
#1 erre ſe ſimulant, conferen- : 
No ARbe. 4 Fide Cr Tom 2 Uſed it themſelves ; for though they 
Baſ. 1555. p.51- would not own the Son to be of the ſame 
Subſtance with the Father ; they taught, / 
that he was of another Subſtance, which till is to own 


Subſtance in God. 


But though God be in the moſt true and abſolute ſenſe, 


perfect Eſſence and Being, the 79 7», or according to 
| St. Am 
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Sr. 4mbroſe his derivation of the Word (which ſhews what he 


meant by it, whether it ſhews his skill in 
Greek or not) that Eſſence and Subſtance 
is that which always is, and that which 


always is, is God, and therefore God is: 


Eſſence and Subſtance, and a Conſub- 


Aut quid eft Ouſia, aut unde difs, 
miſt efiougs, quod ſcmper maness ; 
propane Dew eft, &. 
AC0 MANens Onfia dicitur Di- 
vins. Ambr. Ibid. c. 3. | 

Nos igituy erbum, ſed im werbi 


ſtantial Son is a true and real Son; for. 
which reaſon, as he obſerves, the A4rians 
would not allow the Son to be Conſub- 
ftantial, becauſe they would not allow 
him to/ be a true genuine Son; and-for f#» 


this very reaſon the Niceve Fathers in- 
ſerted the Flomoonfron in their Creed : Ade Poſuerunt Lp; bog. 


But yet if we would rightly conceive of | | LY 

God; of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, CS 

of the Unity and Diſtintion of the re. « P- 75» | 

Ever Bleſſed Trinity, we muſt not form 

our Notions by the Ideas of Subſtance and Conſubſtantiali- 

ty, which we have no diſtin conceptions of ; but we muſt 

learn their Unity, Diſtintion, and Conſubſtantiality from _ 

thoſe Characters the Scripture gives of Father, Son, and 

Holy Ghoſt. This Rule St. Ambroſe expreſly gives us with 

reference to the Son, and the Reaſon is the ſame; as to the 

other Divine Perſons. If we would avoid 

Error, fays that Father, let us attend 

to thoſe Characters the Scripture gives 

us, to help us tro underſtand what, and 

who the Son is: He is called the 

Word, the Son, the Power of God, the 

Wiſdom of God; all this we can underſtand; and not only 

St. —_— but all the other Catholick Fathers, as I have 

already ſhewn, prove the Conſubſtantiality, -Coeternity , 

Coequality, Unity and Diſtinion of Father and Son, 

from theſe Names and CharaQters, which they underſtood 

in a true and proper ſenſe, for br Living , Subſiſting _ 
u a 
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Cert? ne quis poſſet errave, ſequa- 
tur es quibus ſcripturs ſanta ut in- 
Felligere poſſmus Filium  ſignificas. 
Verbum dicitur , Filius dicitur , Des 
wvirtw dicitur, dicitur Dei ſapientis. 
Ib. c. 1. p. 40. 
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and Word, and Power, and Wiſdom 5 and there is no dif- 
ficulty in conceiviog all this, if we contemplate it in theſe 
| CharaQers; nay it is impoſſible to conceive otherwiſe of it. 
| As impoſſible as it is to form any notion at all of thoſe 
| Philoſophical Terms, whereby this Myſtery is commonly 
; repreſented, when we abſtract them from thoſe ſenſible 
| Characters and Ideas which-the Scripture has given us, and 
begin our Inquiries with them. It will be ot great uſe to 
repreſent” this matter plainly, that every man may ſee 
what it is that obſcures-and perplexes the Doqrine' of the 
Trinity, and confounds mens notions about it, to the great 
ſcandal of the Chriſtian Religion, and the diſturbance of 
the Chriſtian Church. 

| The great difficulty concerns the Unity and DiſtinQion 
of the Ever Bleſſ:d Trinity, that they are really and di- 
ſtintly Three, and cſ{cntially One :. And this is repreſented 
by One Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance, and Three Hypo- 
ſtaſes; and yer Hypoſtaſis ſignifies Subſtance, and every 
Divine Hypoſtaſis is the whole Divine Efſence and Sub- 
ſtance. Now if we immediately contemplate this Myſtery 
under the notion of Subſtance, it is impoſſible for us to 
conceive One Subſtance and Three Hypoſtaſes, that is; in 
ſome ſenſe Three Subſtances, or which 1s all One as to the 
difficulty of conceiving it, though the form of Expreſſion 
is more Catholick ; Three, each of which is the whole Ef- 
ſence and Subſtance, and neither of them is each other ; we 
may turn over our Minds as long as we pleaſe, and change 
Words and Phraſes, but we can find no Idea to anſwer 
theſe, or any other words of this nature. But now if in- 
ſtcad of Eſſence and Hypoſtaſis, we put Mind and its 
Word, we can form a very intelligible notion of this Uni- 
ty and Diſtintion, and prove that Unity of Subſtance, and 
DiſtinRtion of Hypoſtaſes, which we cannot immediately 
and direaly form any notion of, For Eternal Original 


Mind, and its Living Subſiſting Word, are certainly —_ 
an 
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and-neither are,, nor can be each other; the Mind cannot 
ve its own Living Word, nor the Word the Mind, whoſe 
Word it is; and yet we muſt all grant, that Eternal Mind 
is the moſt Real Being, Effence, Subſtance, and that a Li- 
ving Sutſifting Word is Life, B:ing, Subſtance, and the 
very fame Life and Subſtance that the Mind is, and all 
that the Mind js; for a perfet Living Word can have'no 
other Life and Subſtance but that of the Mind, 'and muſt 
be all the ſame that the Mind is. ; 
The Eternal Generation of the Son #Z 8nag, of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, Life of Life, Subſtance of Subſtance, 


E 


Whole of Whole, is impoſſible to be conceived, as immes . 


diately -applied to the notion of Subſtarice ; but the Gene» 
ration of the Word, Whole of Whole, is very conceivable, 
for the Mind muſt beget its own Word, as we feel in our 
ſelves; and a Mind which is perfe& Life and /Subſtance, if 
it begets its Word, muſt beget a Living, 


— - 
” 
= 


Subliſting, Subſtantial Word, the per- YP« ſubfantia autew, Iryerater 


fe Image of its own Life and Subſtance. _———  —— | 
And as impoſlible as it is to Conceive, Paterne ſubſtantia Filium legerimus, 
ut s nllo ſecundum Divinitatem 4 
Patire intelligas diſcrepare? Juxts 


much more to expreſs in words, this 


Myſtery of the Eternal Generation, yet - 3, imaginew. dizi, emnio que 
the neceſſary relation between a Mind, Pater habet , "mea ſunt ; ergo nee 


and its Word, proves that thus it is; 


ſubſtantiam in Deo poſſumu denegare. 
Ambr. de Fide. c. 3. p. 74- 


we feel it in our ſelyes, though we are Miki enim impoſſibile oft generati» 


as perfely ignorant, how our Mind be= # ſire ſecrerum. Mens 
gets its dying vaniſhing Word, as how {,,, 14.c 1. p. 45. 
the Eternal Mind begets an Erernal, Li- | | 
ving, Subſiſting Word : And the Generation of the Word 
includes in it all the Properties of the Divine Generation ; 
that it is Eternal; for an Eternal Mind can never be with- 
cut its Word; that it is without any Corporeal Paſſions, 
or Eſflux, or Diviſion, begotten in the Mind, and inſepa- 
Table from it. 


Unuz Now 
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Now if we conceive- after the ſame manner of the Ecer- 
nal Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit, can any man deny this 
to be an Intelligible Notion of a hey in. Unity, though 
we can form no diſtin& Idea of One Eſſence and Subſtance, 
and Three Hypoſtaſes 2 For if we can conceive Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt ; Eternal Original Mind, its Eternal Word, 
and Eternal Spirit, to be Eſſentially One and Three, the 
Catholick Faith is ſecured, though we do not ſo well un- 
derſtand the diſtintion between thoſe Abſtract Metaphy- 
ſical Terms of Nature, -Eflence, Subſtance, Hypoſtaſis, 
eſpecially when applied to the Unity and DiſtinQion -of 
the Eternal Godhead, which is above all Terms of Art: 
The Catholick Faith is, That the Father is God, the Son God, 
and the Holy Ghoſt God; but yet there are not Three Gods, 
But One God; and this the DoQtrine of the Divine Relations 
gives us a Very intelligible notion of; for we cannot conceive 
otherwiſe of the Eternal Mind, its Eternal Word, and Eter- 
nal Spirit, but that each of them are True and Perfe&t God, 
and yet a Mind, its Word, and Spirit, can be but One, 
and therefore but One God. 

But One Subſtance, and Three Hypoſtaſes, is but a ſe- 
condary notion of a Trinity-in Unity, to ſecure the Catho- 
lick Faith againſt the Sabe/ian and Arian Hereſies : Againſt - 
the Sabelians the Catholick Fathers aſſerted Three Hypo- 
ſtaſes, againſt the Arias One Subſtance ; and the Eſſential 
Relations of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, neceſſarily 
prove both the One Subſtance, and Three Hypoſtaſes ; but 
though One Subſtance and Three Hypoſtafes be the Ca- 
tholick Language, yet thoſe Men begin at the wrong 
end, who think to form an intelligible notion of a Tri- 
nity in Unity from theſe abſtract Metaphyſical Terms. 
This is not the Language of the Scripture, nor have we 
any Idea to anſwer theſe Terms, of One Subſtance in 
Three diſtinct Hypoſtaſes, when we conſider them- by 
themſelves, without relation to the Divine Nature, to 

; 'which 
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which alone theſe Terms can belong, for there is no ſuch 
thing- in created Nature, and therefore we can have no 
Idea of it. Tt is abundantly ſufficient in this Caſe, that we 
have a clear and diſtin Notion of One Subſtance, and 
Three Hypoſtaſes in the Eſſential Unity and DiſtinQion'of 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three ſubſiſting Relations 
ie One Individual Eſſence and Subſtance, h when 
we abſtratedly conſider theſe Terms' of One Subſtance 
and Three Hy poſtaſes, we can form no conſiſtent Notion 
or Idea of it. And now let our Socinian Adverfaries, who 
talk ſo loud of Abſurdities, Contradictions, Nonſenſe, falſe 
Counting and Tritheiſm , try their skill to-make good 
theſe Charges againſt the Divine ſabſiſting Relations: in the: 
Unity of the ſame Individual Efſence. NSN 
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A more particular Inquiry into the Difference between 
Sz and xgza;, of Nature and, Perſon, with an 
Account of ſome Catholick Forms of Speech, relating 
to the ever Bleſſed Trinity. 


U T fince one Nature and Eſſence, and Three Hypo» 
ſtaſes or Perſons, is the Catholick Language., ,and 
neceſſary to guard the Faith from thoſe Two Extremes of 
Sabellianiſm and Arianiſm, it will be neceſſary to conſider 
how to apply theſe Eccleſiaſtical Terms to the Three and 
One in the ever Bleſſed Trinity, And here, were I ſo diſpoſed, 
= I might enter into a very large and perplext Diſpute;; but 
my deſign, as far as poſſibly I can attain it, is only to 
explain what the Catholick Fathers meant by theſe Terms, 
and togivea plain and ſenſible Notion of them: And after 
what I have already ſo largely diſcourſed concerning Na- 
ture and Hypoſtaſis, I have little more to do, than to 
compare them together,-and to ſhew in what the Catho- 
lick Fathers placed this Diſtintion.. And as nothing is of 
greater conſequence, than rightly to underſtand this mat» 
ter, ſo nothing requires greater Caution, nor greater Ap» 

plication of Mind. | 
Whoſoever is converſant in the Writings of the Ancient 
Fathers, muſt acknowledge it not only reaſonable but ne» 
ceſlary, to diſtinguiſh berween their Faith, and their Phi- 
[/ loſophy. Their Faith, which they received from the 
: Scriptures, and the Univerſal Tradition of the Catholick 
/ Church, is plain and ſimple, and the fame in all. Thar 
\ there is but One God, who has an. Eternal Son, and an 
Eternal Spirit; that - Father , Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 
each 
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each of them by himſelf, True and Perfe&t God, and all 
but One God, which is a Trinity in-Unity, and Unity 1n 
Trinity ; that they are in a true and, proper Senſe, Three - 
and One. This is the Catholick Faith, wherein they all. 
agree; but then thoſe Philoſophical Terms, which the 1m- 
portunities of Hereticks, who corrupted either the Faith of 
the Unity or Trinity, forced them to uſe inthe Explication 
of this Myſtery, are of a different Conſideration: es ) 
have not always been the fame,nor have all agreed in them; / 
and the wiſcſt Men have owned great Improprietiesin them \ 
all, when applied to this Sacred Myſtery ;' and-indeed it is / 
impoſlible to be otherwiſe ; for that infinite Difterence-and \ 
Diverſity there 1s between the Divine and Humane Nature, | 
nay all created Nature, can never admit of any,Common | 
Terms proper to expreſs both.” The moſt perfe& Creatures * 
bear only ſome imperfet Analogy and Reſemblance to what 
we conceive of God ; and therefore when- we-apply ſuch 
Words and Terms to the Divine Nature, as are borrowed 
from Creatures, (and we have no other) we muſt pnder- 
ſtand them only by way of Analogy and Accommodation z 
and when we expound fuch Terms as are uſed by the Ca- 
tholick Fathers in ſuch an accommodated Senſe, we myſt 
apply them no further, than- that particular Matter they 
intended to repreſent by them, T have already thewn this 
in ſeveral particular Paſſages relating to the Homoowhon,, 
but now I am more particularly to-conſider the difference 
between Eſſence and Hypoſtaſis ; and I ſhall only ſhew 
how the matter of fat ſtands, what has occaſioned this 
difficulty, what the true ſtate of the Controverly is, and 
how we may form ſome ſenſible notion of- this-Diſtinti> 
on ; and if Iſhould miſtake in ſo nice a Point as this, I 
hope it will be a pardonable Miſtake , while I make no 
change in the Catholick: Faith, and intend it only as an 
Eflay, if it be poſſible to ſilence or qualify the Diſputeabout 
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The Greek Fathers attribute all the Herefies relating; to- 
the Do@Qrines of the Trinity and Incar- | 
nation, to this one Miſtake, that E(-; 
ſence and Hypoſtafis are the fame ; for- 


then if there be but One Eſſence in the 
Ons. P2145 Bleſſed Trinity, there muſt conſequent- 
ly be but One Hypoſtafis, which is Sabelzani/m; or if there 


'be Three Hypoſtaſes, there muſt be Three Natures and Eſ- 


ſences , either in the Arian or Tritheiſtick Notion : Thus 
with reference to the Incarnation, two Natures muſt be 
two Perſons, or Hypoſtaſes, as Neſtorius taught, or One 


Perſon muſt be but One mixt and compounded Nature too, 


which was the Hereſy of Eutyches. | 
This ſome Fathers thought a fundamental Error in Phi- 
loſophy, introduced by Ari/tetle , who makes the firſt Sub- 
ſtance, which is the only true and pro- 


'Ovae NN iy, i weir per Subſtance, 'to be that which is pre- 
T7: y wydnws » dis 24Y- djcated of no Subject, nor is in any Sub- 
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ml i + 'F 4 os dear, o& [Odividual, as this Man, or this Horſe. 
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And therefore Theorianus obſerves, That 


Cap. 5. T. 1. p. 23. the Catholick Fathers underſtood Eſſence 
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and Hypoſtaſis in a very-different ſenſe 
fromthe'Greek Philoſophers; rhat is, by Eflence, and Sub- 
ſtance, they did not mean one ſingular ndividuum, or fin- 
gular Nature and Subſtance, as Ari/totle did ; but a com- 
mon Nature, not a common Notion, as Genus or Species, 
which are Arz/tot/e's ſecond Subſtances, but a common Sub- 
ſiſting Nature, which is one and the ſame; whole and per- 
fe in every Individual of the ſame kind. And what Ari- 
ſtotle call'd his -firſt Subſtance, a ſingular Subſiſting Nature, 
that they called Hypoſtaſis, a common: Subſiſting Nature, 
with its individuating CharaQters and P ies: 


It is evident ſome Ages paſt, before theſe'words Eſſence 


and Hypeſtafis were thus nicely diſtinguiſhed, or at we oa 
IS ore 


all our A 
infinitely: ſhort of the Divine Nature, and give us but a 
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fore this DiſtinQion was ſo unanimouſly received ; for as 
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I have already obſerved, theſe Words were uſed very pro- 


miſcuoully , which-occafioned the Alexandriew Schiſar ; 
and it dogs not appear to me, that this Diſtintion was 


ſetled by Arhanafins, and the Biſhops with him, in that 


Synod, as ſome-{cem to think ; though ſoon after it gene- 
rally prevailed, as -we may learn from St. Bafi/, Gregory 
Nyſſen, St. Cyril of Alexandria, Damaſcen, Leontine, Theo- 
rianns, 'Theodorus Abucara, Ignatius Sinaita, .and generally 
all the Catholick Writers of . the Extychian and Severian 
Age, who-univerſally agree ia this, T hat Efſence and Hy- 
poltaſis differ as 49% and i3y, as that which is Univerſal 
differs from what is Proper and Singular. | Ve 
Now ſo far theſe Fathers were certainly in the right, 
That if they muſt apply Philoſophical Terms to Divine 


| Myſteries (which the Cavilling Obje&ions of Hereticks 


made:neceflary) there was an abſolute neceſſity for them 
to change their Ggnification'; for as there is nothing com- 
mon to God and Creatures; ſo there can be no words in 
the ſame ſenſe common to them ; but then this only re- 


quires an accommodation of -words to Divine Myfteries 


by way of analogy and reſemblance, but not to change the 
Lenore gu. 48 Created Nature, which after 
4 our-Art of Expreflion, will fall 


very imperfeQ Image of it. And if by ſuch Attempts 
we con our Notions and Ideas of Nature too, we 
ſhall ſo much'the more confound and perplex our Ideas of 
God. It: may-help*to caſe mens Minds of ſome Notions 
ye and-uneven: Briefly to ſtate this-matter- 


confeſs, 1 am-qot ſatisfied of that abſolute: 2 


which ſome pretend, of ating nicely and Philoſophica 
this diftintion; berwoen Nature. _ - Perſon; in order 4 
4 the Do&rine -of the. Trinity. This was the 
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fally received ; and Men who underfland litrle' of this Di: 
ſtinion, may believe very orchodoxly" in Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, wichout it : Nay the beſt, the ſafeſt, 
and eaſieſt way, to underſtand theſe and all other-Philoſo- 
phical Terms yo to the Explication of this Faith, ist0 
tit them to thoſe Scripture Ideas we have of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, each of them True and Perfe& God, and 
all Three but One God, as I have ſhewn at large.in the 
Firſt Chapter. But ſince there is a very warm Diſpute 
about Nature and Perſon, and has been for many Apes, 
and. this Diſtinion is become neceſſary to ſecure the Ca- 
tholick Fairh-againſt the Attempts of Hereticks on both 


' ſides, as the Church has found by long Experience ; ir will 


be neceſſary to ſet this matter in as clear a light as poſſible 
We Can. 

And the beſt way I can think of to do'this, is r. To 
conſider this diſtinRion of Nature and Perſon in Creatures: 
As for inſtance, in a Man; What the diftinQtion between 
Nature and Perſon is in Man ; and to ſhew, which way 
ſoever we ſtate this matter, how improper all theſe No- 
tions are to repreſent this diſtintion between Nature and 
Perſon in the Bleſſed Trinity. And's;; To ſhew how the 
Catholick Fathers accommodated theſe Names of Eſſence 
and Perſon to the Explication of this Myſtery, and what 
Unity, and what DiſtinQion they intended to repreſent by 
them. 


1. Asfor the firſt, If the Infinite diſtance/berween God 
and Creatures will allow us to Philoſophize freely abour 
Created Nature, without incurring the Suſpicion of 'He- 
reſy ; .I muſt confeſs, I never coald form a diſtin norion 
of the difference berween a ſubſiſtiog Nature and! Hypo- 
ftaſfis, or Perſon in Man ; bur do what T can, 1 can con+ 
ceive no otherwife of an ſndividuat Subfifting Human 
Nature, ' but as of an Individual Subſifting 'Human _ 


ſtaſis, or Perſon; nor of an Individual Human Perſon 
than as of an-Individual Sublifting Human Nature. "And 
I have ſome reaſon to think, that this is not peculiarly my 
Caſe; for beſides that I find other thinking Men blunder- 
ed in this matter, and. could never yet meet with a clear 
and feaſible Explication of it ; I obſerve, that there'is no 
word, which in its original inſtitution fGgnifies this diffe- 
rence; andit is reaſonable tothink, as to Created Nature, 
that Mankind have no notion of that, which they have 
no word for. ny” 1 
It is ſufficiently. known, that Hy poſtaſis originally og 
nifies Eſſence and- Subſtance, not Perſon as diſtinguiſht 
from Nature, which is a later, and a mere Eccleſiaſtical 
uſe of it; and it is confeſled , that Perſons and wegowmy 
were taken from the Stage, and when they were applied to. - 
ſignify a true and real Man, they, ſignified oy the Man 
himſelf, not the Perſonality of a Man, as di n__—_— | 
from an Individual Subſiſtting Natute + And, which is 
much more conſiderable, ſome of the Fathers, as I obſerved 
before, confeſs, that Ariffotle knew no ſuch diſtiaQtion ; 
but in bis Philoſophy, Eflence and Hy poſtalis ſignified the 
ſame thing ; for Nature and Eſſence, which is his firſt 
Subſtance, is an Individuum; which ſubſiſts not as of 
another, but as whole and compleat, which. the Fathers 
call Hypoſtaſis ; and therefore. Ariſtotle's firſt Subſtance, 
and what theſe Fathers call Hypoſtaſis, is in Creatures 
one and the ſame thing; and. yet all confeſs, That ao man 
ever more nicely diſtinguiſht all the diſtinguiſhable Notions 
in- Nature, than 4riforle did, that what eicaped his ob- 
ſervation, muſt be very nice indeed. ; y 
And though. St. Baſil, and St: Gregory Ny en, and the 
other Catholick. Writers 'of that Age, do diſtinguiſh be- 
tween Efſence-and Hypoſtalis, that they differ as m7 gw, 
and 7%i2r, what is common to all the Individuals of the 
_ {ame kind, which — Nature, and what is,pro- 
8 X 2 per 
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per and peculiar to each Individual, and diſtinguiſhes one 
man from another ; yet I do not remember, thar they quar- 
relled with the Greek Philofophers, or apprehended that 


they themſelves taught any new: Philoſophy in this Point, 


as afterwards Theorianw, and others did ; nor can I ſee 
any other difference there is between them, if candidly in-. 
terpreted, bur only in words. 4 

The ſhort account of the matter is this. Ariforle's firſt 
Subſtance, which ſubſiſts by it ſelf, theſe Fathers, as they 
themſelves own, call Hypoſtaſis, not Nature, Eſſence, 
and Subſtance ; that is, every ſublifting Tadividuum is 
Ariſtotle's Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance , the Fathers 
Hypoſtaſis ; now when they 'mean the fame thing,” and 


« own that they do ſo, fo far they are agreed in the thing, 


and differ only in words. But then theſe Fathers in every 


 Hypoftaſis diſtinguiſhed between the common Nature, 


and ſuch Perſonal Properties, which diſtinguiſhed com- 
mon Nature into Individuals, or were: CharaReriſtical 
Marks, whereby to know one Perſon from another. Now 
Ariftotle-indeed never made fuch a diſtinQion as this ; but 
yet all that is material in it, -is included in his Notion and 
Definition of Subſtance. - "4; | 
For when theſe Fathers diſtinguiſh in every Hypoſtaſis, 
what is common to the whole Kind, and what-is proper 
and peculiar to each Individuum, they mean no- more by 
1t, but that Peter, for inſtance, conſidered as a Man, 1s 
perfeQly the ſame that James and Fohw are; conſidered al- 
fo as Men, though there is ſomething fo-peculiar to Pezer, 
as to make him a particular Human Perſon, and to diſtin- 


- guiſh him from James and John, andaltother Men'in the 


World. Now it is certaih, neither A»i/forle, nor any Man 
of ſenſe, would ever havedenied any thing'of all this; for . 
ic isevident, that there is ſomething wherein all Men ; 
and ſomething proper toeveryparticular Man. Fhat which 


is the ſame in all Men,: the Fathers call-a-common Nature, 
and 
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and fo does "4riftotle, a common Specifick Nature; but | 
| hereis ſome appearance of difference between them, which . 
F think, if rightly ſtated, is none at all. Arifforle makes 
Nature as aQtually fubſiſting by ir ſelf ; as ſuppoſe Human 
Nature in Peter or James, to be 79' rw, Individuum, 

a particular,Singular Nature,and that it is conimon only in 
Notion, - as Every particular Man has a Nature of the ſame 
kind, or a true Human Nature. - 

Theſe Fathers on the contrary affirm , That Human 
Nature, as confidered- in Peter, or any other particular . 

Man, is a common- Nature, diftin- 
guiſhed into Hypolſtaſes, by ſomething M1704 ta wg hr: on 
proper, peculiar, and particular to each. _ 2y;3s men:ddor wma ow, 
'Fhat all Nature is common to all the & is ia dydr. wemiy v; 1d1d- 
Hypoſtaſes of the ſame kind, and that = C*mw pdav amy foie. Damaſc. 
it is impoſſible to find a particular and Orth. Fid. 1.3. c. 6. 
appropriated Nature. 
ow as great anappearance as here is ofa direQ Contra». 
dition, a little conſideration, +I believe, will fatisfy-all 
thinking Men, that Ariftorle would have owned all that 
theſe Fathers ſay, and then the only Diſpute will be, which 
of them ſpeak moſt properly, which-is of no great mo- 
ment inthis Cauſe. rr t4, 9 et 4:0) 

For what do theſe Fathers mean by a common Nature ? - 
Do they mean, that there is but one Numerical Subfiſti 
Nature common to all the Individuals? but one Univerſa 
Human Nature. in- all-the particular men in the World ? 
By no means. Damaſcen expreily teaches, That the gw) 
guns, the coramon Nature in Creatures, is only mw Af 
reopen, tO RY Reaſcn ; but the Saipens vanger- 
owwy, the diſtinQion-of Hypoſtaſes,” aexſmal: rope ray, is 
ſeeen in the things hogaliees, in their | 
ſeparate Exiſtence. ' But what: is this - %zgr& 3 dv tow xonuty 
common Nature,w hich is {cen by Rea» m13y, 4 is @ on'yt Rar hue 
fon *-why," every particular Man is a 42244#%n, vox# noj mn & 

reaſonable . 
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yoren * aun Ty ward quo md reaſonable Mortal 'Creature-; each of 4 
abyp 3 Sogn * 5H 3» a them is Fleſh animated by a reaſonable 
Vargas o abner der, iis gout and Mind, and this is the common 
oh rb wy me 7: Nature which is ſeen by Reaſon ; com- 
'"Orth, Fid. 1, ix, © mon; becauſe it is perieQly and inva- 

riably the ſame in all, though each of 
theſe Hypoſtaſes,' in- which this common Nature is, ſubſiſt 
diſtiny and ſeparately by themſelves, and therefore the 
common Nature too fubliſts diltinly and ſeparately in 
theſe ſeparate Hypoſtaſes. Now would Ariftorle, or any 
one for him, deny that his firſt Subſtance, though it be an 
Individuum, which ſubſiits compleatly and ſeparately by 
it ſelf, is in this ſenſe a common Nature, as being pertealy 
the fame in all the Individuals; or in the Language of the 
Fathers, in all the Hypoſtaſes of the ſame Nacure ? 

There can be no ſuch thing, as what Ari/totle calls a Spe- . 
cies, if every Individual have not the common Nature; 
for Nature ſubſiſts only in Individuals; and if that be not 
2 common Nature, it cannot have a common Name and 
Definition; if Human Nature be not perfealy the ſame 
in Peter, James, and John, the Name and Dehaition of a 

Man cannot equally and univerſally be- - 
Tz xeive x, raJang z5my- long to them all. And therefore Da- 
gr.) 9 duniis <nebf ar ww ms was certainly in the right, who 
Condi xotrdy Toiyus " vos os, from an Univerſal Predication iafers., 
'nd'&-* x74) 5 5 ine 3s, that common Nature is the Species; 

bon tas tends. ion & EXLTY OphOCt= d h f, hi { N . 

Sor Yanolower , Twice 5 Sola ARC CURE TON CRM TEATOR,SYRGUEE 1 CG- 
3#. Damaſc. Orth; Fid, 1. 3. 9icated of its Hypoltaſes, or Individu- 
c. 6, | als, becauſe in every Hypoltais of the 

fame kiad, there isthe ſame perfe& Na- 
ture. Every Man has the perfeQ Nature of a Man; and for 
that reaſon, and no other, the Name and Definition of a: . 
Man belongs to every Maa. ry 
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4  _: Uponthis account it is, that they re- > oh 

| jet ncgals y hier gi, 2 pate ry ll ain 
ticular, {ſingular Nature 3 becauſe then abods + wm poo ds, 8, 
the ſame Hypoſtaſes muſt have both ;,,cawu  drnggharor, x7! # $16- 
the ſame, and a diverſe Nature, even mm aizey. Ibid. 
the Perſons of the Holy Trinity, If 
Nature be perfeQly the ſame. in all the Hypoſtaſes, it isa 
common Nature ; but if Human Nature in Peter have any Fy 
thing peculiar and different from Human Nature in Pasl, 1 
it is then a particular Humanity, and Petey and Paul are 
not perfe&tly of the ſame kind, which is one Notion, 
wherein they rejeQed a particular Naturez which added to 
what 1 diſcourſed above, that by a particular Nature, they 
meant a whole, .abſolute Individual Nature, it includes 
T chiak, all that they meant, when they rejeQted as He- 
rely, Tr&« pe2rgs Bon, Three Individual Natures in the 
Trinity « By Three particular Natures, they always un- 
derſtood Three Abſolute, Whole , Individual Natures, 
and this alone is Trich:i/m, for Three ſuch Abſolute Divi- 
nities muſt be Three Gods ; but beſides this, they thoughe 
there could not be Three Individual Natures, without 
ſome. eſſential difference to = and number Na- 
tures, and this added a mixture of Arjazi/m to Trithei/m, 
and made, at leaſt in part, Three different Divinities, that 
they were partly of the ſame, and py of a different Na- 
ture. | For, as far as I can underſtand this matter, the rea- 
fon why they rejefted Singular and Individual Natures, 
was not, that Human Nature, for inſtance, does not ſub- 
fit fingly and individually, «x pep@., as Dawaſcen ſpeaks, 
in Peter and Paul, and every individual Man 1n the 
World ;| but becauſe what is common to all without the 
leaſt Alterity or. Diverlity, can be but one inal, for Alteri- 
ty and Diverlity is neceſſary 0 make a Number ; and there- 
fore Nature, which is perteQtly the ſame io all, though ic 
{\ubliſts ſingly ia Iadividuals, is not an Individual it ſelf, 

| As. 


. 
<7 Soo OG OEDAT a (avs ty 


344 


' The Preſent State of the © | 


as having no principle of Individuation in it ſelf, that is, 
no Diverlity : For which reaſon it may be numbred with 
the Hypoſtaſes, with the numbring Number ;*but the 
res numerata, that Natufe which is numbred with the 
Hypolſtaſes, is but one in all, as I have ſhewn above. 


In this ſenſe alſo theſe Fathers rejeAed an Individual Na- 
ture, we2axlw gar, in their Diſputes with the Severians, 
concerning the Perſonality of Chriſt's Human Nature : 
Theſe Hereticks taught, That every Nature is an Indivi- 
duum, Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon, and therefore the Human 
Nature of Chriſt, if it were true Human Nature, muſt be 
a Human Hypoſtaſis or Pcrſon too ; In anſwer to which, 
theſe Fathers abſolutely denied that there is any ſuch thing 
as an Individual Nature ; that pure Nature is no Hypoſta- 
ſis, not that it can't ſubſiſt, for the Human Nature of 
Chriſt does aQtually ſubſiſt ; but that meer Nature has no 
individuating Principle in it ſelf rodiſtinguiſh it into diffe- 


rent Hypoſtaſes, but is diſtinguiſhed not by any Efſential - 


Diverſity, but by Perſonal Properties ; that Nature with 
Perſonal Properties is a Perſon, and therefore if there be a 
Subſiſting Nature, which has no Perſonal-Properties, but 
is diſtinguiſhed ſome other way from Human Nature in 
Human Perſons, its certain it is Human Nature, but no 
Human Perſon : And thus it is with the Human Nature 
of Chriſt, which is diſtinguiſhed from Human Nature in 
all others by its Hypoſtatical Union to the Eternal Word, 
which is no Perſonal Property , and' therefore does not 
_ it a diſtin Perſon, though it be a perfe& Subſiſting 

ature, Wn 
This is the beſt and. eaſieſt Account I can' give of the 
Philoſophy of theſe Fathers, concerning a Common and 
Individual Nature, which if-it be thought a\new way of 
ſpeaking, yet it is what may be underſtood, and has a great 
deal of old Truth-in it ; and will help us co gy "wo 
| arners 
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Fathers in theſe Diſputes about the Trinity and Incarna- 
tion, a little better than I fiad many men do. 

Let vs then in the next place, inquire what theſe Fathers 
mean by Hypoſtaſis, .and how they diſtinguiſh it from 
Nature in Created Beings. Now they themſelves tell us, 
That by Hypoſtaſis, they mean Ariſtotle's firſt Subſtance, 
or that which ſubſiſts by it felf; not as a Part in a Whole, 
' noras Accidents in a Subje&, but is a.perfe& whole it ſelf, 
and has a compleat Subfiſtence of its own. What is it 
then that ſubſiſts by it ſelf ? Por that is 4ri/forle's firſt Sub- 
ſtance, and the Pathers Hypoſtaſis : And that is 8s, -Na- 
ture, Eſſence, and Subſtance : For nothing elſe can ſubſiſt 
by it ſelf, as is evident in Ariforle's Definition of Efſence 
and Subſtance; and thgugh the Fa- | | 
thers put ſomething more into their Keane) $5 ine ws ware 
Definition of Hypottaſis, yer it comes 9% 9m if ixgry of vane 
all to one. © For as Damaſces tells us, 70% 7541, we 357” od 
Every Hypoſtaſis is perfett Nature and _._. fiber] 4+ Ship hh nt 8 
Subſtance ; and therefore the Hypo- ovjaCeCnuo me, Sin old an- > 
ſtaſes do not differ from each other in gorme!ors iS1duam, yacgrm- © 
Nature, but only in ſuch peculiar and eiprz 5 taralows x 5 ovonus, 
CharaQteriſtical' Accidents, as diſtin.” % 39 * vanguny' Geiger) ina 
guiſh Hypoſtaſes. For the Definition Pepe 3 ny ; me bs £4 
of Hypoſtaſis is Nature with its Acci- 7 ©, — o xo ndeber. 
dents : That every Hypoſtafis has the Dam” Orth. Fid. L3..6. e] 
common Nature with its peculiar di> 
ſtinguiſhing Accidents, ſubſfiſting by it ſelf. So that an 
 Hypoſtaſis is nothing elſe but Narure with its Accidents 
and diſtinguſhing CharaQers, ſubſiſting by it ſelf : Now 
we know Accidents do not ſubſift by themſelves, bur if 
they be Inherent Accidents, they ſubſiſt in Nature and * 
Subſtance ; and therefore though they may diſtinguiſh 
 Hypoſtaſes and Perſons, do nor conſtitute an Hypoſtaſis, 
and therefore are 'owned to be'only Fruugle, yarexxrIpes 
yweiougle, the pecitarF* diſtinguiſhing Marks and Cha- 
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raters of Hypoſtaſes or Perſons, ""_— they are known 
from each other : But the Marks and CharaQters which 
diſtinguiſh Hy poſtaſes, are not the Hy poſtaſes themſelves ; 
ſuch as the Time when they were born, the Place where 
they lived, their Parentage, Name, Features of Body, 
Endowments of Mind, and a hundred other dj{tinguſhiog 
Marks, for theſe are very different in different Perſons, and 
as changeable in the ſame Perſons, as Time, Age, Place, 
Features of Body, Endowments of Mind, Trades, Offices, 
&c. and yet all theſe are Perſons, and the ſame Perſons 
under all theſe Changes. | . 

Now ſetting aſide all theſe CharaQers and Accidents, 
which cannot make a Perſon, but only diſtinguiſh one 
Perſon from another, there is nothing left to be the Hy- 
poſtaſis or Perſon, but only the common Nature ſubſiſting 
by it ſelf; Common, as it is the ſame in every Individual, 
but an Hypoſtafis or Individuum by a ſeparate Exiſtence, 
or ſubſiſting by ic ſelf. For an Individuum, 27zygr, is one 
undivided W hole, ſubliſting by it ſelf, and therefore a 
whole, perfe&, undivided Human Nature, ſubſiſting by 
it ſelf, is an Hypoſtalis, or Perſon, one ſingle, individual 
Man, though there were no other Mark and CharaQter to 
diſtinguiſh him from other Men, but only this Separate 
Subſifſtence. $ | 

The Humanity of our Saviour is a plain Demonſtration 
of this, that itis only a Separate Exiſtence, or ſubliſting by 
it ſelf (which in Created Beings is the ſame thing) that 

makes Human Nature an Hypoltaſis, or Perſon. All Ca- 
' tholick Chriſtians own, that Chriſt took Human Nature 
on bim,_but not a Human Hypoſtaſis or Perſon, and there- 
ng him we may ſee the difference between Nature and 
Perſon. 
What-then was Chriſt's Human Nature? I know no 
' | moreof it, but-that he had a true Body of Fleſh, animated 
by a Reaſonable Soul, ſuch a'Body, and ſuch a nw, as. 
er 


 Socinxtan Controverſy. 
other Mea have, and this is Human Nature: But why is 
not this Human Body and Soul a Human Perſon too? Did 


| 


. 
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he want the 2acarrics, Brougle, wogiouala, ſome pe- \ 
culiar Marks and CharaQers to diſtinguiſh him From al 


other Human Perſons? By no means ! He had more of 
theſe Marks of Diftintioa, and more Autheatick ones, 
than any other Man ever had. The Time and Place of 


his Birth, his Pareatage, his Miracles, his DoQtrine, the 


minute Circumſtances of his Death, bis ReſurreQion, &c. 
were foretold by Ancient Prophets, and he diſtinguiſhed 
himſelf from all the reſt of Mankind by thoſe wonderful 
things be did,that if peculiar diſtinguiſhingCharaQers make 
a Perſon, he was morea Perſon than ever any Man was before 
or ſince. W hat then was wanting to make us Human Nature 
aHuman Perſon? Truly nothing, but only ſubliſtingby ir (elf, 
which it never did, but in union to the Eternal Word, This 
I think looks very like a Demonſtration, that an (op wage 
is nothing but Nature ſubfiſting by it (elf; for all chet the 
Humanity of Chriſt had, without being a Human Perſon, 
cannot make a Perſon, for then the Human Nature of 
Chriſt muſt have been a Human Perſon too; and thar 
which alone was wanting to make the Human Nature of 
Chriſt a Perſon, which was ſublilting by it (elf, mult be 
the only thing which makes Nature a Perſona. 

I have the rather choſe this Inſtance, becauſe the Huma- 
nity of Chriſt, which is no Perſon, is often alledged to 
prove, that there mult be ſome peculiar mode of Subſeſtence, 
which muſt coaleſce with common Nature to make a 
Perſon. 

This, I confels, is Languaze which I do not under- 
ſtand, if there be any thing more meant by 1', than that 
Nature ſubſlitting by it ſelf is a Perſon : For Nature which 
does not ſubliſt, is nothing but in Idea, and Subſiftence is 


a2 mere Notiog without ſomething tbat ſubſiſts ; now we. 


may. unite theſe two Notions of Nature and Subſiſtence, 
| Yy 2 and 
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and-form the Idea of a Subliſting Nature, which is all the 
coaleſcing T know of ; but aQtual ProduQtion makes a Sub- 
ſitting Nature, which is not Nature aud Sutfiftence, -ore 
mode of Subſiſtence coaleſcing , but Nature in AQ. Ina 
Subſiſting Created Nature, which does not neceſſarily ex- 
iſt, we may diſtinguiſh between the Notions of Nature 


and Subliſtence, but a Subſiſting Nature is nothing but 


Nature in being, Nature which is, that is, Nature it (elf; 
for the meer Idea of Nature is not Nature. But S#bſiftence 
has a Mode, and there mult be a peculiar manner of Sub- 
ſitence to make a Perſon : Muſt every Perſon then have a 
peculiar manner of *ubſiſtence ? Are there then as many 
peculiar Manners and Modes of Subſiſtence, as there are, 
or ever have been, or ever ſhall be, diſtin& Perſons in the 
World ? This is beyond my Philoſophy. I have heard of a 
Compleat and Incompleat Subſiftence, to ſubſiit by it ſelf, or 
to ſubliſt as a Part in the Whole, or an Accident in a Sub- 
jeg, &c. but I never could underſtand, that any other Sub- 
ſiſtence ſtrily belongs to the Notion of an Hypoſtaſis or 
Perſon, but to ſubſiſt by it ſelf, The Human Nature of 
Chriſt did upon all other Accounts, as truly and properly 
ſubliſt, as any other Maa in the World, butwas no Perſon, 
as got ſubliſting by it ſelf, .but in Union to the Eternal 
Word; which made it the Human Nature of the Word, - 
which was made Fleſh, and dwelt amongſt us. 

All this Talk about the different Modes and manner of 
Subſiſteace, ſeemsto be a miſtake of the Fathers DoQrine 
concerning the Teoma «apzen;, which theſe Mean tran- 
flate Modes of Subſiſtence, of which more anon ; but at pre- 
ſent I only obſerve, 'That the Fathers do not place the Per- 
ſonality of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, in theſe Modes 
of Subſiſtence, but only diſtiaguiſh and charaRterize their 
Perſons by them, and from thence prove the real diſtiaQtion 
of Perſons in the Individual Unity of the Divine Eſſeace : 
But thea I do aot remember, that:they ſo much as he: 

gu 
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guiſh all Created Perſons by their pecaliar Modes of Sab- 


- 


ence. 
M7 know very well, that'both Damaſcen and others, give 
an-Example of this in Adam, Eve, and Serh ; that Adam 
was immediately formed by God-of the Duſt of the Earth, 
Eve formed of one of 4am's Ribs, and Serh begotten of 
Adam and Eve, which they call their rem aptzo, 
which in this Example can ſignify nothing elſe but their 
different manner of ProduQtion, not different Modes of 
Subſiſtence ; but then they do not alledge this as the 
formal Reaſon of Perſonality, nay not as neceſſary to the 
diſtinQtion of Perſons, (though ſuch-Peculiarities, when- * 
ever they are, will always diſtinguiſh Perſons) bur all they 
deſigned by it, was to prove, that ſuch different ways of 
coming into being, made no change or alteration in Na- 
ture; for Adam, Eve, and Seth, had all the ſame Human 
Nature, though formed after fuch a different manner; in 
anſwer to the 4ria» ObjeQtion =—_ the Homoouſfion, that 
an Vabegotten and Begotten Nature cannot be the fame, 
and therefore Father and 'Son not Conſubſtantial. Indeed Damaſc. 
this would have been a very-ill Example of the DiſtioRion J my ma 
of Perſons by theſe different Modes of Subſiſtence, becauſe © * ** 
it could only diſtinguiſh 44am and' Eve from all the reſt of 
Mankind ;' for all Mankind ever fince, excepting our Savi- 
our, have come into'the'World the ſame way that Sezh did, 
and therefore are not diſtinguiſhed by a peculiar manner of 
Subliſtence, for they have all the ſame ; and conſequently ei-- 
ther are not diſtin Perfons, or elſe ſuch peculiar Modes 
of Subliftence, coaleſcing with common Nature, do not con- 
- ſtitute the Perſon. And yer T can meer with no other Ac- 
count of any Modes'of Subſiſtence neceſſary to the confti- 
- tution of a Created Perfon' (excepting their Perſonal Pro-- 
perties and CharaQters, which do not make, 'but only di- 
ſftinguiſh Perſons, which are nor properly Modes of Sub- - 
ſiſteace , but Modes, AﬀeCions;- and Properties of the* 
+ Sub- 
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The Preſent State of the © 


Subliſtting Nature ); but only a ſepa- 


And herein both Fathers and Philoſo- 
phers, notwithſtanding ſome difference 


z2w x Wo, u, Tecs dv$wms 10 words, ſeem well enough agreed, and 


air), 4 mihei, Dametc. this 1s all that I need ſay concerning the 
Ibid. 1. 1. c. 11. DiſtiaQion between Nature and Perſon 


o 


in Created Beings, 
* But now every one who underſtands the True Catholick 
Faith of the Triaity, mult needs be ſcafible, how impro- 
per all this is to explain that Venerable Myſtery of One 
Nature, and Three Perſons, in the Unity of the Godhead, 
if we apply theſe Terms ſtritly and properly. 

The Catholick Fathers would not allow Arifole's Defi- 
nition of giz, Nature, Eflence, and Subſtance, that it is 
that which ſubſiſts by it ſelf ; becauſe this leaves no poſſi- 
ble diſtinQtion between Eſſence and Hypoſtafis, without 
which we can never defend the Faith of One Nature in 
Three Perſons ; for what in his Seaſe thus ſubliſts by ir 
ſelf, is an Individual and Singular Nature, which is the 
ſame with Hy poltaſlis, and thea it is impoſhble there ſhould 
be Three Hypoſtaſes ia One Singular Nature, which is 
but One Hypoſtalis. 

But after all, Do theſe Fathers deny, that the Divine 
Nature is One Individual Nature? Do they not, as I have 
largely ſhewo, make this the Fundamental Reaſon of the 
Divine Unity, That there is but wia Sr5ru; 2» Ten Tra 
5x00, One Divinity in Three PerfkeQ Hypſtaſes; and 
that this One Divinity is azwu@. ga, irx;, pugrzs, a Per- 
fe Indivifible Uzi, and Manad; and that in a very dif- 
ferent Senſe from what they owa in Creatures ? So that 


1a ſome Senſe theſe Fathers own, That the Divine Nature 


is as True an Individuum, and infinitely a more Perfe&t 
Unit 


Upit and Monad, than Ariſtotle's Firſt Subſtance, though 


x L bo ve y 
- 4 I 


his Firſt Subſtange is, and can be but One Hypoſtalis, - 


and the Divine Nature ſubſiſts perfeQly inThree. - 
And therefore to qualify this, they tell us, That Nature 
ſignifies the 79 4gwiv, that which is common to all the Hy- 
poltaſes of the ſame Natuze ; but the Hypoſtaſis is t 
common Nature with ſome peculiar and diſtinguiſhing 
Properties, ſubſifting ſeparately by it ſelf; and this ſeems 
to give.us a better image and raenlings of One Nature in 
Three Hypoſtaſes ; for here is one common .Nature, not 


only in Three, but in all the diſtin&t Hypoſtaſes of thae - 
Nature, that ever were, or ever ſhall be.; But Pm ſure. 


this needs greater qualification, when applied to the My- 
ſtery of the Trinity, than Ariftorle's t irft Subſtance, or it 
will unavoidably introduce, not merely Tritheiſm, but Po- 
/1theiſm without end ; for God can limit the Numbers of 


Created Hypoſtaſes, but the number of Hypoſtafes ia an - 


Infinite neceſſary Nature can never be limited, if the Di- 
vine Nature be common to the Divine Hypoſtaſes, only 
Humane Nature is common to Human Hypoſtaſes.. 


They teach, as I have already obſerved, That Human - 


Nature, for inſtaace, is a common Nature, and thatevery 


Hy poſtaſis, or every particular Man has this ſame common. - 


Nature ; but then it is a common Nature, not as it is nu»- 
merically One in all, for it ſubſiſts ſeparately in every Hy- 


poſtaſis, and therefore in this ſenſe is not One common: + 


Numerical, Individual Nature; but it- is common only, 


as 4t is perfeQly the ſame- in all. Which they will not - 


allow to be a meer common Notion, but a common - 


Specifick Nature ; for-the Nature is-the Species, which. - 


is the foundation of rhe common Predication : For there- 
fore all Men have the common Name and Definition of 


2 Man, becauſe they . have the fame common Human . 


Nature: 


And 
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And thus, though every Hypoſtaſis has' not peer 
nav, a particular Nature, as that ſignifies a diſtinftion in 
the Nature it ſelf, yet it has the common Specifick Indivi- 
dual Nature; that is, that Nature which makes the Spe- 
cies, and is common, as it is the ſame in all, but yet ſub- 


fiſts individually &»x 4p, and ſeparately in cach Hypo- 


ſtaſis. *But now will any Catholick Chriſtian ſay, that 


'thus- it is in the Ever Bleſſed Trinity ? That the One 


Common Divinity is One and Common, only as One 
Common Humanity is, that is, that it is perfeQly the 
ſame in all? not' One Individual, but One Specifick Na- 
ture : Or will he ſay, That each Divine Perſon has one 
whole intire Specifick Divinity, as every Human Perſon 
has a whole Specifick Humanity? As far as I can ſee, 
this would as unavoidably make Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, Three Gods, as Peter, James, and John, arethree 
Men; and a common Nature, and perſonal Properties, 
and different Modes of Subſiilence, would no more pre- 
went a Trinity of Gods.: than a Trinity of Men. - 

This, I think, plainly ſhews, how vain an Attempt-it 
15 to-find out any Notions of Unity and DiſtinQion, of 
Nature and Perſon, or any words'to expreſs thoſe Notions 
by , common to God and Creatures. "Theſe Creature- 
Ideas, and: Creature-Terms, can be applied'ro God only 
by way of Analogy and Accommodation, and that a very 
im + one too. | 

2. Let us then conſider, how the Catholick Fathers ac- 
commodated theſe Names of Eſſence and Perſon to the'ex- 
plication of this Myſtery, and what'they intended to-re- 
preſent by them. I ſhall do this in as few words-as poſhbly 


I can, that what I have'to ſay maybe the-more galily un- 
'derſtood. © ' © 4 Look 3105 13, WG BK {Guca? 
They tell-us, "That all Nature'is © ,, *charHuman 


Nature-is common to all Mankind,” and the'DivineNarure 
common to all the Three Divine Perſons), Tn, 
an 
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. and. Holy:Ghoſt ; nor that they thought the Divinity or © 

Godhead a common Nature, merely -as Human N — is 
common, - but there is this Analogy between-them ; that 
the Divine Nature is not ſingular, or. does not ſubliſt in 
Singularity, but in Three Hypoſtaſes, as. Human Nature 
is common, . becauſe it is got confined to one, but.js in all 
Human Hypoſtaſes ; and that the Diviae Nature is per- 

_ feAly and invariably the, ſame in-each Hy poſtalis, as the 
Human Nature is, which for this Reaſon is called a-com- 
mon, not a particular Nature; which is the zavrilng tolas, 
the Samenels,  Identity,, not Siagularity, of Nature inthe 
Bleſſed Trinity. Thus far the Analogy. holds, (which is 
a dire& oppolition both to.Sabelianiſm and Ariexiſm) bur 
it reaches no farther ; for the Divine Nature/'is not a com- 
mon Specifick Nature, as-al] Created Nature is common, 
for-the Godhead is no Species; that is, there is,,and;can be 
but.One God ; Which I have already at large-ſhewn co'be 
the Senſe of the Fathers. They expreſlyteach, That the 
Divine Nature is an Individyal, Nature, but not Singular ; 
it is common, as being whole and perteQ.in more Hypo- 
ſtaſes than One, which excludes Singularity, but it:jg one 
whole Entire, Individual Nature; lo.one Individual,-as 
Human Nature 1s one-ig one Man. ' For though Indiyis”, 
dual and Singular. js the ſame in Creatures, is-is-not ſoa. / 
the Divine NaturE nor can it be, .if the Catholick Faith 
be One Nature, One Divinity in Three Pecte&t Hypoſtales :. 
And.if we-can form- any. ſenſible Notiqn of this, it will Gi- 

' leace all the prerences of Jargon, Nonſenſe, ContradiQion, 
Tritheiſm , which,are ſo conſtantly objeed againſt this: 

Venerable Myſtery, - And:therefore I ſhall briefly, iaquire, | 

r..Whgt that One Divinity is, which is common to Farher, / 

Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and how it is common-: 2. How. 

this common, Vatere is in a4trift and proper Senſe, One 1n- 

' dividnal Nature... Ang I think ths 4s calaly,accounted for ; 


from the DoQriae of the Fathers. 
* þ L 7 1. As 
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v8 1. As for the firſt; This we 3:5, One Divinity, 'is- 
the Divinity of the Father, the Narars:Parris, the warts 
+57», the Nature. of the Father, and the Divinity of the 
Father, who is the Eternal Self-originated Mind, which . 
| has no Second, and therefore there can-be noother, no Se-. 
cond,. or Third Divinity. Now this One Divine Nature, -. 
One Divioity of the Father, is common to the Son, arid'to 
che Holy Spirit: Common, I ſay, not merely; as Human - 

Nature iscommon to all Men, becauſe itis the ſame in all, . 
perfeQly the ſame &, 277 #ia;, though it be not the ſame 
| Individual Nature in all, which is ſingular and-incommu- 

nicable in Creatures ;..but it is common by a/perfeQ com+ 
munication, whole of whole; that it is no New Divinity, 
but the Divinity of.the Father, which is in the Son, who 
is therefore ſo often, as I obſerved above, called the Nature, 
and Divinity, and Mind of the Father, his Image'and Cha- 
rater, and that. which'is ſignified by all this, his Ercrnal, 
Living, Omnipotent Word. I do not intend to prove all. 
this over again, which I have abundantly proved already, 
| but only to pur every thing into its. proper place, that we 
may view the Whole in a true light. © © B8-O0 
| This Divine Nature then of the Father which is but One; 
| is that One Divinity, which is by an Eternal Tneffable Ge- 
neration-communicated* whole and'perfe&to the Son, and 
by a like Eternal and Ineffable Procefſion to the Holy Spi- 
ric * But ſtill the diffitulry is, How this is One Nature, 
which is not Singular, nor ſubſiſts.in Singularity, bur in 
Three- Proper , Diſtia&,. Compleat Hypoſtaſes, or Per- 


l 2. And therefore rightly to apprehend this, 'w&'muſt 
| idual Nature. Now 
| 


1 


inquire into the Notion of One Individual 4 
that which is moſt obvious, and which-rhe Farherspery 


tually alledge in juſtification of the Divine" 59; T hine- 
an Individual is an undivided Nature;- and therefore-the- * 


- Oge- Divinity of the Father, though aQtually comnmuni« 
0 cated- 


'ture, though they, were, undivided; for Or 


' One Diving Nature, which is the Divinity of 5s Pine 
ſubfait-compleatly and diſtinQly, tho ha wut divifio 


call this One Individual Natur 
'Qae;. org ſubliſts diſtiaaly in 
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« cated to the Son, and Holy Spicit, is Onel dividual Divi- 


nity, becauſe ir is communicated whole and perfeQ, with- 


-out Diviſion, or Separation,; and that which is undivided 


1s Oae. - 
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But though to be #ndivided be effential to the Notion | 


of an Individual. Nature, yet there mult be ſomething 


elſe to compleat this Notion, , or at leaſt co give us a more 


:diſtiaQ conception of-it.., 


Could Human Nature propagate it $0 whole and com- 
pleat to Two or Three, without any divilioh or ion 


of Subſtance, this could not make it One Individual Na- 
Individual 


Nature, is Oas whole Compleat Nature, ut diviſion; 
whichis all. 4 - is cflential to. ſuch a Being, and is this all 


'but once, and that without diviſion: 


But how will this agree with the Notion of One Divi- 
-nity,. or One Individual Divine Nattire.? For does not the 


and ſeparation, in-che Son and Ho ors 
IC 
a Three? Yes 
Hoh 


Father, Son, and 


ho qt of ne. Divinicy, an irefore art t 
Tadividual Divinicy.in Three; for an PETE | 
that, which wichout divifiog has allthat i is eſſential 


a Nature. 
"Well, 1 'But is. not. the Father then ; in tits own. 
True and Perfe& God, and the Son True atid* 
ANC Perfect God? that i 
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I anſwer: When T1 ſay, That One Individual Nature is 
that which has all that is eſſential ro ſuch a Nature; by 
Eſſential 1 mean, not only Eſfential Properties, Qualities, 
Powers, and Perfe&tions, (which are commonly called Na- 
ture, there being no other notion of Nature in Created Be- 
ings) but Eſſential: ProduQtions too,” which (when there: 
is any ſuch thing) are as eſſential ro-Nature,' as any other 
Properties or Perfe&tions. In the firſt 'Senſe of Eſſential, 
the Divine Nature is not ſingular, but communicated by 
the Eternal Father to the Erernal Son, and by Father and 
Son to the Eternal Spirit, and all Three ate Infinite in 
Wiſdom, Power, and Goodneſs, and all other Divine Per- 
feQions. This is but One Divinity, One Godhead; for 
there is not a Second and Third: Divinity in the Son, 
and in the Holy Spirit, but the One: Divinity of the 
Father. : WP "T0 

But yet we muſt confeſs, that here is Number ; Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt are Three, and how can that Divini- 
bY, which is perfeRly and diſtiaQly in Three, be One In- 

ividual Nature, One Numerically ; One as Human Na- 

ture in every. particular Man is One? mY 
© Now this muſt be reſolved into the ſecond Notion of E/- 
ſential, for. Eſſential ProduQtions; for alt 'Effential Pro- 
duQions.in the. Unity 'of-Nature, though: they:may be di- 
ſtinguiſhed and numbred among themſelves, are but One 
Individual Nature.: It will be ia vain to feck for an Ex- 
ample of this in. Created: Nature, and I believe the rea- 
ſon of-it will be evident withour it” (© | Pity, 
© - An Eternal Self-originared Mind is True and Perfe&t 
God; the Firſt Supreme Cauſe of all things, andhas all 
the PerfeQions of the Divinity wholly in it "NY is:thE One- 
and :only. True God : Bat Py it be eſſential to an Eternal 
Mind:to have an Eternal,” Living, Subliſting Word and 
Spirit ,, by an Eceroal Generation and Proceſſion, :then - 


this-Etcrnal:W ord and Spirit--are eflentiabro2ap/ _ 
io 
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arg, Eſſential Perfetions, or Effential Parts, but 
ODT Proceffions in the Unity and 
Dia of "Thus the Scripture feos this 
Myftery , Thar ch there is One God, who'bas an Eternal 
Word, and'an Eternal $pirit; and the Catholick Fathers, 
as I have already obſerved, infift on this as a natural De- 
monſtration: of a Trinity, That the Erernal'Mind muſt 
Have its Ecernat-Word-and Eternal 'Spi it.” Now if the 
Eternal Word and Eternal Spirit are eſſential to the'Eter- 
nal Mind, it is certain, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; 
che Etctnal Mind, its Word, and Spirit, are bur One Indi- 
vidual Divinity ; every thing thar is efſenciah, is included 
in the Notion' of an Todividoal Nature ;*for'that 'is not a 
Compleat and Perfe& Nature, nor an adequate 'notion of 
Nature , that wants any thing that'is eſſential. Now 
though we may have a general Notion and Idea of a God, . 
Thar he is an Abſolutely PerfeQ Being,” which Includesal 
the Divine Attributes 'and Perfetions, without pings | 
any thing of the Son,” 'or Holy' Ghoſt; yer"if 'we conſider” - 
thi;z'Abſolutely PerfeQ * _—\ as Eternal Self-originated 
Mind, with its Eternal Word Ind'Spirit, -aseffential Pro 
duQions or. NE we can'confider them no 'other- 
wiſe; but as One Individual Divinity ; this Eternal Word 
and Spirit being effencial Proce (lions of the Etergal ind,” 
which can never be ſeparated from it: For" fuch lentil 
Proceſſions are not-only coeval and conſubſtantial br | 
Nature from whence they proceed ;-as the Sun," its Lighter 
and Hear, (by which Argumenr-che Ccrholith 1 Tala! 
ptoved'rlie Cocterniry and! rudy -vraer Be of tie 4 Son 
| afid Holy*Spirir with" the Erernal' Father)" But whatever 
diftinQion there'is between them, rhey are One ludividaes), j, 
Nature, if all-that be One | Individual Nature; which is 
cfſential roſych a- Being ; rieions. Thos we 10010 
are,” as well as eſſential PerſeQions' ''Theft are two | 
different Queſtions; and of a very-differenr' confiders 
: boil he a 


358 


What God w? and Who this God «Ta nn anſwer tothe 

firſt , we form the Idca and Notion of all Divine Perfe- 
Qians, or of an abſalutely Perfe@ Being, which is the true 
notion of the Divinity, ;and\whoever has all-cheſe 'Divine 
PcrfeCtions, 15 True and Perfet God; :and: this is our 0a+ 
tural notion of God, as that fignifies the Divinity, which 
gives no-notice of any. diſtioQtion! in the-Divinity ; for 
there can benodiverſity id Abſolute PerfeQions. and there- 


fore no diſtintion or aumber, according to the Philoſo» 


phy of the-Fathers. ; AT 
But when we conſider who God'ts, or what isthe Sub- 


: jet of all theſe Divine PerfeCtions, we can form no other 


Idea of it, but art Eternal, Infinite, Self py 6" Mind:; 
this the Wiſeft Philoſophers, as well as Chriſtians , are 
agreed in, That God is an Infinite Mind ; and this right- 
ly explained; may teach us ſome diftiation-in:the Divini- 
ty ; for all Men"muſt grant, what they feelin themſelves, 
X 6 bar Mind has its Word and Spirit, and.cannot be 
preheat without them4 and therefore:the Eternal Mind 


' muſt have its Eternal word and Spirit t004 and the reaſon. 


why this did not lead all ind into the natural belief of 


a wa of I A , and Spirit, ;jin-the 


Unity of the Godhead, was plainly -this,” Becauſe i 
found. that their own Word and Spirit were aor aA, | 


' ſubſiſting Perſons, but were-the periſhiag Creatures of the 


ind,” which were no ſooher produced,” but died and va- 


--niſhed as-our Thoughts do, and thus 


it wis 
-with che Divine Mind-; which -is one: kind of Sebelrawifon, 


- 25 I obſerved above : Bur- yet :the Catholick+Fathers 


t this natural belief, /Thatthe 70-$55 isnotiancgur, 


that the Divinity,or Divine Mind, is not withour inWord.a ' 
very proper Medium-to-prove a real ſubliſting Word inthe” 


Divinity; for.an Infinite PerfeQ Mind; -which is-all Life, ' 


Jong - Subſtance, - if it begers/ its :0wn' Ward ;:as: every. 
Mit T $ | hai * TY ary 


does, mult beger &-Livingy ti 
Word, 
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Word, the quorſolt. Jannge and CharaQter of its own Life 
and- Infinite Being. - 
However, chus,much | thiok-we muſt own, 'Fhar fince*; 
= =D muſt have ics Word and Spirit in the Indivi-/ © 
ty of itsown:Natute; and the Holy af- 
ſures us, that God, .whoiis the moſt perfe& Mind, has his © * 
Word and _ that.chis Divine ne Word:and $pirit is 
an Eternal, Word and Spirit,: this is 2 
very: good Fran. for the belief of a Real Trinity both 
from Reaſon and Scripture. The natural Notionand Idea 
of a Mind, teaches. us- this diſtinQion-in the- Divinity ; 
and: Natural Reaſon ſtrongly: infers, from the peciect Pro» 
duQions of aninfinicely perfe&t 'Mind-;:that.the Diviae--. 
Werd and. Spirit .mult- be. an Eteraal, / Living, Infioite -- 
Word and-.Spirit ; and the; Holy-:Scripture--confirms all 
this: And therefore Scripture.and Realon-are ſo-far from + 
coatradiQting cach-other 1a-this. Article, that-the Belief. of - 
the Trioizy, « though. it be ultimately. reſolved iato the Aus + 
thority of Revelation, yet-has/Reaſon-o0n-its fide, as faras - 
it can judge of ſuch. matters :-- Which-proves = 
Authority, when the obſcure and imperfeQ- Conjeftures of 6 
Reaſan, are plained and coofirmed by Revelation, For . 
though: the vabſalucely_ 
which is the- Natural Idea: of -the. bs, Dine. waches 
no ſuch diſtinQion, yet the Idea "of an- Jnfinine+ - 
Ty: Perfe&t and; Self-orig inated Miqd;; - which; is a8 


| natural a Notion of: Gad, _—_ Thus earn cf Sebrur | 
ah Þ: | 


Damaſcen teaches us to-diſtinguiſh be-- | 
tween-the Divinity, and in: what the- poretfary 9 y 
Divinitp4s, 1 to ſpeak mis. 206797 (bo), Pan Ty ) 
whas-Sithe:Divinity, and: that which - 21,7 fog wa, 2 Fs 
proceedseternally from this Firt Caule, - NE, 

that is, the Hypoltaſes- of the:Son-and | 


 HolySpicit ;- che firt:teaches-us: that : 


__ 'but Qae.Divivity 3; the: ſecond: - 


0 xv 
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exrrwritwa, &c, Damalc. 


this very diſtinQtion proves one indivi- 


Eid. Orth. 11. ct; _ dual Divinity; becauſe it is inthe indi- 


vidual Unity” of the fame Numerical, 


-not Specifick Nature; for all eflential*Proceſfions, as the 


Eternal Word and Spirit are, 'which cannot ſo much as in 
Thought be ſeparated from Original Mind, muſt continue 
in the Unity of the ſame-individual Nature. - 

This is what the-Fathers meant by the 70 4gw%y, the One 
common--Divinicy, which -is individually One in Three 
perfe& Hypoſtaſes, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : 'The 
Divinity of the Father, of Eternal, Self-originated Mind, 
is-the common Divinity., communicated to-the Eternal 
Word and Spirit, in the individual Unity of -Nature. - 

- 2. Now this will give us ſome Notion of the diſtinQion 
of - Nature and Perſons in the Eternal Godhead, --I ſay, 
Perſons, not Perſon ; which I take to be the fundamental 
Miſtake which has obſcured and'perplex'd this Myſtery. 
Men have rack'd their Inventions, to find out ſome Giſtin- 


| Qtion between Nature and Perſon in every ſingle Perſon-in 
- the Godhead ; which it-is certain theſe Fathers' never 


thought of ; though their Attempt to diſtinguiſh between 
Nature and Perſon-in every Man, gave ſome occaſion to 
this Miſtake : But I have already proved both from Fathers 


. and Schoolmen, That when they ſpoke diſtinQly of each 


ticular Perſon, they made Perfon and Nature the ſame: 


"That the Perſon of the Father is the Nature of the Father, 
and the Perſon of the 'Son the: Nature of the Song+ Nor 
-indeed had they any occaſion todiſtinguiſh berween Nature 


x 


and Perſon in cach ſingle Perſon, which could do'no: fer- 
vice in this My Krpe bes the: true-reaſon-and occaſion for 
this-diſtiaQtion, was to reconcile the Individual Unity of 
the Divine. Nature, with:a'Trigiry gy” 

erſons ; 
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- Perſons; how One Nature can ſubſiſt in Three diſtin 
Hypoſtaſes, and continue-One Individual Nature: Which 
| had been no difficulty at all, were not each Divine Perſon 
by himſelf the -Divine Nature. But how the Divine Na- 
ture ſhould ſubſiſt whole / os in Three diſtia& Per- 
ſons, and not be Three diſtiatt Natures, but One Nature, 
and One Divinity ; not ſpecifically, but individually and 
numerically One ; This was the difficulty they were con- 
cerned to anſwer ; -which the diſtiaQtion between Nature 
and Perſon ia each ſingle Perſon could not anſwer : For let 
us ſuppoſe ſuch a diſtinQion as this, whatever it be; if the 
Diviae Nature ſubſiſt whole and perfe& in each diſtin& 
Perſon, the difficulty ſtill remains how the Perſons are di- 
NRin&, and the Nature individually One; As, to-put the 
Caſe in Human Nature ; whatever diſtiaQion we allow 
between Nature and Perſon in.every particular Man; if 
we allow that-every Man has Human Nature as diſtia&ly 
in himſelf, as be is a- diſtin Perſon, 'the diſtiaQtion: be- 
tween -Nature and Perſon can: never prove the Individual 
Numerical Unity of Human Nature in Three Mea. 
. The Queſtion then is, Not how Nature and Perſon is 
diſtinguiſh'd in each ſingle Perſon , (much leſs, how 
Three Perſons in Oae fiogular Nature are diſtinguiſhed 
from that ſingular Nature, which unayoidably reduces a 
Trinity .of Perſons to an unintelligible Trinity of Modes) ; 
but, How the Three Perſons in the Ever-blefſed Trinity, 
-whichare Three in number, and each of them the- Divi 
Nature, are diſtinguiſhed from; that One Individual Divi- 
, nicywhich'is-in chem all, or.rather, which"they all are. 
— Now-what I have already ſaid;ſeemsto me to givea very 
- antelligible Notion: of | this, wiz. That the Divine Natore, 
-. which; but Ont, ice the Eternal ,; Self-orizinated: Divinity, 
-., mith2r5s: Eternal; Efſentiel Proceſſions or Produitions; which, 
; 8s Þ\bdveialready 1.-are-but'One, not: Si r;\ bur 
| ve HE me Diviaity : gay 
91.769 aA this 
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this One Self-originated Divinity is moſt certainly an Infi” 
nite, Eternal, Self-originated Perſon, if Infinite, Eternal, 
Self-originated Mind be a Perſon; and theſe Eternal Ef. 
ſential Proceſſions are Perſons alſo, if an Eternal, Liviag, 
Subſiſting Word be a Perſon, and an Eternal, Living, Sub- 
ſiſting Spirit be a Perſon ; and then it is evident, that there 
are Three Eternal, Subſiſting Perſons in the Individual 
Unity of Nature. Theſe Divine Procefſions do not mul- 
riply nor divide the Divine Nature, becauſe they are eſſen- 
tial to an Infinite Mind, and are Procefſions ad iztrs inthe 
perfe&t Identity (ravr&7wm) and Individual Unity of Na- 
cure ; but they are diſtin Perſons, as being Eternal, Sub- 
ſiting, Living, Intelligent Proceffions, which is all that 
we mean by Perſons in this Myſtery, with reference to the 
Eternal Word and Spirit. 

For theſe Three Divine Perſons have their different 
CharaRers and Order, whereby they are diſtinguiſhed 
from each other, which the Fathers call the Teo: 
aaptew;, by which they meant their different manner of 
ſubſiſting in the Individual Unity of the Divine Nature, 
that though they have all the ſame Divinity, as that ſigni- 
fies all Divine PerfeCtions, yet they have it after a different 
manner that is, as they conſtantly explain it, Unbegotren, 
Begotten, and Proceeding, as the Athanafian Creed teaches 

Ka ia 3 mcTieg, ye 5 8s us to believe ; The Father is made of 
xn mus, mlyrs d Tye, Ts- monte, neither created, nor begotten. The 
Tin, did # meriea yo dun, Sonu of the Father alone, not made, nor 
m\lly + ef Jarnbies, 2 4 Jurhozws, created, but brgotten. The Holy Ghoſt 

$I rs wary 04 Tru" ts of the Father; and of the Son, neither 
"4 508d es 3 te Tetis mane, OP created, wor begotten, but *epd 
ceeding. This is the only diſtinQion 


vu, UH BoIG, TH I 1CK- . , | 
THe Ts | Nees mal ovos , which the Catholick Fathers allow 


ed cugtros Jiao, Da- between the Three Divine 'Perſons,, 
maſc. Orch, Fid. 1.1. c. 10. and let us confider the nature of it. 


Now 


Now U7agZ ſignifies aftual Exiſtence, and that which 
does-aQtually exiſt ; and therefore the Tegmu waptims, 
fignify that there are Three that do aQually exiſt, but af- 
ter a different manner ; That is, That the Father is Unbe- \ 
gotten, Self-originated Divinity, is God of himſelf, with- / 
out any other cauſe of his Being, and this Setf-originated 
Unbegotten- Divinity. is the Perſon of the Father, and in 
the higheſt and moſt abſolute ſenſe the One God. The Son | 
is Eternally begotten of his Father's Subſtance, and lives * 
. and ſubſifts in him ; and ſo the Holy Ghoſt Eternally pro- 
ceeds from Father and Son :. That is, There is One Eter- 
nal Self-originated Divinity with its two Ecernal Proceſſi- 
ons in the perfe& Unity and Identity of the ſame Nature. \ 
The Father's manner of ſubſiſtence is eaſily underſtood, | 

and ſecures to him the Prerogative of the One True God ; \ 
but we muſt ſhew this a little more plainly with, reference ; 
to the Son and Holy Spirit, each of which is by himſelf | 
True and Perfe& God, but not a Second and Third God : | 
The right underffanding of which depends upon the true \ 
ſtating of their different manners of ſubſiſtence. 

And here I need only refer to what I have already dif- 
courſed concerning the difference between an Abſolute Na- 
ture, and Relative Subſiſtencies in the ſame Nature. An 
Abſolute Nature'is a whole Compleat Nature, with all 
that efſentially belongs to ſuch a. Nature, as every perfe&t 
Man has all that belongs eſſentially to the Nature of Man, 
and thus a Man begets a Man in his own Nature and Like- 
neſs; and'the Son,. which is begotten, is upon all accounts 
as much a Man, as he who begets, and Pather and Son are 
two Men : And to beget, and to be begotten, tho they 

ove their Perſons to be diſtin, yet are but External Re- 
ations, not different manners of ſubſiſtence in the ſame Na- 
ture. And thus God does not beget a Son, which would be to 
beget a Second God : For to beget, and to be begotten, when - 
he who begets,begets in an abſolute.ſenſe all the ſame chat he 

Aaa®@2 Is 
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ts himſelf, makes two of the ſame kind. And therefore 
we muſt obſerve, That «rae , which is the Perſonal 
CharaQter and Property of the Farher, does not only figni- 
fy, that he has no caule of his Being and Nature, but that 
what he is, he is abſolutely in himſelf, has an Abſolute, 
not a Relative Nature and Subſiſtence ; and ſo conſequent- 
ly the 9J;mas, which is the Perſonal Property of the Son, 
ſignifies that his Being and Nature is Relative ; not only, 
that he receives his Being and Nature from his Father, but 
that he ſo receives it, as to be a Relative Subſiſtence in his 
Father's Nature ; and the like may be ſaid of the Proceſſion 
of the Holy Ghoſt. As to ſhew this more particularly. 

God begets a Son, his own perfe& Image and Likeneſs, 
but he does not begert his own Abſolute Nature in his Son, 

' as Man does, though he begets his Son of his own Nature 


' and Subſtance ; as for inſtance. Mn Perfe&, _ 
; Original Mind, not onl xs Orleinal is oppoſed io. wat 
| has a Caule, and — Ma but as oppoſed to an 
| Image; but God does not beget an Abſolute Original 


| Mind in his Son, but only bis own Eternal, Eſſential 
| Ward, which is_the_Feriee, 1-iviog Image of Eternal, 
 Self-originated Mind, and 1s it Telf Eternal, Infinite Miad, 
! 4a the Eternal Word; but is in its own proper CharaQter, 
|the Eternal Word of the Eternal Mind, not origioally an 
Eternal Mind ic ſelf. Tt has all the Perfe&ions of an Eter- 
' nal Mind, as a PerfeAt Word mult of neceliity have, which 
: is the perfett Samenels and Tdentity of Nithre ; but it has 
; all theſe PerfeQions, nor as Original Mind, but as a Be- 
\ gotten Word, which is a different Mode of Subſiſtence, 
and a ſenſible diſtinfAtion between the Eternal Mind and 
8s Word in the perfe& Identity of Nature. 
| This I take to be a True and Intelligible Account of 
theſe different manners of Subſiſtence, which diſtinguiſh: 
the Divine Perſons in the perfe&t Unity of Nature, that 
they have all the ſame Nature, and ſame PerfeQtions, = 
after 


SOCL1NI1A XK Controverſy. 
after a different manner ; which can never be underſtood 
in Abſolute Natures and Perſons, for three Men, — 
Father, Son, and Grandſon, have all of them Human Na+ 
ture after-the very ſame manner ; but in an Abſolute Na- 
ture, and Relative Eſſential Procefſions, this is ro be under- 
ſtood, and proves a real diftintion, and | gra Vaity. 
i 


It is evident to all Men, that the Mind and its Word are 
Two; aad it is as evident, that Life, Wiſdom, Know- 
ledge, are in Abſolute, Original Mind, after another man-.. 
ner than they are in its Word ; and yet the very Notion of 
a Mind, and its Word, and that Eſſential Relation that is 
between them, makes it a contradiftion to ſay, that an 
other Life, Wiſdom, Knowledge, can be in the Word, 
than what is in the Mind; which would be to ſay, That 
the Word is not the Word of the Miad, if it have any 
thing that is not in the Mind : For a Natural Word can 
have nothing but what is in the Mind, and is no farther a 
Word, than it is the Natural Image of the Mind : And the 
like may be {aid concerning the Holy Spirit, which hath all 
the ame Divine PerfeQtions, but in a different manner, 
from Original Mind, and its Word, as eternally proceed- 
ing from both. 

This is the Account which the Catholick Fathers give 
of the Unity of Nature, and DiſtinQtion of Perſons, in: 
the Ever Bleſſed Trinity , which . anſwers the ObjeQi- 
ons of our Sabelian, Arian and Socinian Adverſaries, and 
vindicates thoſe Catholick Forms of Speech, which they 
charge with Tricheiſm, Contradition, and Nonſenſe : 
As to ſhew this briefly in one view, for each part of it has 
been ſufficieatly confirmed already. 

The Catholick Faith teaches us, "That there is but One 
God; and this is demonſtrable from the DoQtrine of theſe 
Fathers. For in this Account IF have now given, there is. 
but wiz 9:57vG, One Abſolute Divinity, One Divine Na- 


ture, and therefore but One God. 
But: 
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But, ſay our Adverſarics, One God in Natural Religion, 
and according to the general Senſe of Mankind, Ggnifies 
One Perſon, who is God : And this alſo in ſome ſenſe has 
always been owned by the Catholick Church ; That as 
there is but One Abſolute Divinity, ſo the Perſon of the 
Father, who is this One Abſolute Divinity, is this One 
God ; &; Ir%, i «s mary, there is but One Peflon, who 
is God, in this Abſolute Senſe, becauſe there is but One Fa- 
ther, who, as they often ſpeak, is the Fountain of the 
Deity, that is, of the Divine Proceſſions, of the Son and 
Holy Spirit: He is the Whole Abſolute Divinity himſelf, 
and whatever is Divine, Eternally and Eſſentially proceeds 
from him, in the Unity of his own Nature. 

But at this rate, what Divinity do we leave for the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit? Truly, the very ſame by Eternal Ge- 
neration and Proceſſion, which is originally and abſolutely 
in the Father : For it is the Nature of the Father, and the 
Divinity of the Father, which is in the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit; as the Fathers conſtantly own, and as of neceflity it 
muſt be, becauſe there is no other. 

This Eternal Generation and Proceſſion has always been 

/owned as an ineffable Myſtery; which we mult believe 
upon the Authority of the Scriptures, without pretend- 

ing to know how God begets an Eternal Son, or how the 

| Eternal Spirit proceeds from Father and Son, which we 
confeſs we have no Notion of; but we know likewiſe, 
That _ is a0 _ _ _ ny. Fi bros than it 

is a reaſon to rejeCt the belief of an Eternal, Self-originated 

| Being ; becauſe though it be detionſtrable ; "That there 
1, muſtbe an Eternal Firſt Cauſe of all things, which has nao 
. _- Cauſe of its own Being, but an Eternal neceſſary Nature, 
| yet we can no more conceive this, than we can an Eter- 
nal Generation and Proceſſion. s ; 

Suppoſing therefore ( without diſputing that matter at 
preſeat ) that God has an Eternal Son; that Eternal, Self. 

originated 
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originated Mind has-an Eternal, Subſiſting Word, and an 
Eternal Spirit, it is evident that this Eternal Word and 
Eternal Spirit, muſt have all the fame PerfeCtions of the 
Eternal Mind, muſt be all that the Eternal Mind is, raw 
f aYumeias, excepting its being an Abſolute, Self-origina» 
ted Mind. Now if he be God, who has the whole Di- 
vine Nature and Perfeftions, then the Son is God, and the 
Holy Ghoſt is God, who by Eternal Generation and Pro- 
ceſſion have that ſame Divinity which is abſolutely and 
originally in the Father. | 
Wellthen : Here is One Divine Perſon, iz. the Eter- 
nal Father, who is abſolutely and originally God 3 and 
Two more, the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, who are each of 
them in his owa Perſon, true and perfe&t God, by having 
all the Divine PerfeQions : But are not theſe Three then 
Three Gods? the Unbegotten God , who is originally : 
and abſolutely God, the Begotten God, and the Proceeding - 
God... No, it is the conſtant Doarine of the Catholicl 
Fathers, that the Trinity is but One Divinity, and One 
God, una Summa res, One Supreme Being, as St. Auſtin. 
taught, and from him Peter Lowbard, and was confirmed 
by the Council of Lateran, in the Condemnation of Ab. 
bot Joachim. For Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, congh, 
they are Three true and proper Perſons, are but One In- |} 
dividual Nature ; for it is Eſſential to the Eternal Mind | 
to have its Eternal Word and Eternal Spirit, and the; 
rae Ml ca ws TR live ang ſubſiſt in the aunt and / 
though living, ſubliſting Perſons, yet are as individually \ 
One Sith Ti Mind, Ted Mind, its Word and / 
Spirit are One. ” 
; Whatever is Eſſential to Nature, is in the Individual 
Unity of it ; and that is but One Individual Nature, which. 
has nothing but what is Eſſential to it ; and. therefore if, 


as I have already obſerved, and' as. the Catholick Faith __ 


teaches, the Son and Spirit, the Eternal Word and _ % 
na 
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nal Spirir,areEfſential Proceſſions of Eternal Original Mind, 


and earns 
Son, and Holy 


indivifibly, and infeparably in 1c; Father, - 
Ghoſt, are aseſſentially and inſeparably Ons 


Individual Divinity, as any One Nature is One with it 


ſelf. 


But is not this a kind of Sabellizx Compoſition of a 


God? A whole 


dark) 4 Tracer of T2101 Te 
actay Toe Narognmy, Iva wi tt 
3 retov amor was whim 
gumy Tenday yroctuwy , dN 
&” 70, Twas Veoaiorn wits 
& ly eciay \negrini x; murTe- 
' Atdov * Ty 3D oe amway 0ſua- 
HAgor, owilery av Tws il, 
5 Tenor Wvara.nuy ., dS amv 
owhemy YuwXs HHhev 8% ain ls 
TN ad SE wagowy, dv o 
27t 52 0407, 

TeAcia; 8 iv mas Varuaoes 
oa, Ive wi owlenr on. Tis 
Sela vorowy Qu owes , Tulems 
3 dew hragtonos * x) muy Oy 
adNnAo1s mas Vo oess Moo ol , 
Gra wy AIG x, Suor Sov 
"40234 109 * Pie Hs So Tewy 


<avcaovwy 70 &7wemy, x; .o0ſ- , 


TW, Jig 5 Ts opuouuſs, x) 7% 
& dNM\jjaars UW) Tis \anguors, 3 
Ths reuTonTOr 7 os WAnuar, 
x) Tis ev8g364a;, x, Ths Swdauos, 
x; Tis euoidg, X4 Ths mvioos, 
ir Sms ef-w, 3 ddeaigery 
T #1) ira $031 yrocigerly * ws 
33 ovTas nds, 6 Snds, &; © ab- 
'yS&, % T TVS (4a, Te, Da- 
maſc. Oith, Fid. |. 1. £. io, 
& Cap. Its 


Divinity made up of Three partial and 


incomplete Divinities? Which St. Aus 
ſftin calls a Triformis Deus: By no 
means !' What is compounded, is made 
up of Parts, which make a compound 
Nature ; but perfeQ Hypoſtaſes, how- 


ever united, can make no Compoli- 


tion : However you unite James and 
John, you can never make a compound 
Maa of them, becauſe each of them 
have a perfet Human Nature ; and 
as Damaſcen obſerves, we do nor ſay, 
That the Nature or Species is made up 
of the Hypoſtaſes, bur is in the Hypo- 
ſtaſes : Sothat each Divine Perſon, be- 
ing a complete and perfeQ Hypoſtaſis, 
having the whole Divine Nature in 
himſelf, as being True and Perfe&t 
God; their Union in the ſame Indivi- 
dual Nature, though it makes them 
One Efential Divinity, yet it cannot 
make a Compound God; for however 
their Perſons are united, the Divinity 
or Divine Nature is not compounded, 
each of them being True and Perfect 
God, and not One God by Compoli- 
tion, but by an Individual Unity of 
Nature in 'T hree.* For every Divine 
Perſon'is hot God, in the fame __ 

at 
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that every Human Perſon is a Man, as having an Abſolute 
Individual Nature of his-own ; for in this ſenſe the Father 
only'is God, as being Abſolute Original Divinity, an Eter- 
nal, /Self-originated/Mind-; and Three fuch Perſons muſt 
be acknowledged to be Three Gods ; but as I have been 
forced often to repeat it, the Son'and Holy Spirit are Di- 
vine Perſons, asthey are Eternal, Living, Subſiſting Pro- 
ceſſions in the Divine-Nature,- which proves them to have 
the very. ſame Divinity, and tobe bur One Individual Di- 
vinity, but not One Compound God. For One Individual 
Nature in Three, though diſtinguiſhe into Diſtin& Subſiſt- 
ing Perſons, -makes ſuch” a natural, inſeparable Unity of 
Wil), Energy, and Power, that they are as perfeQtly One 
Almighty Agent, as every ſingle Perſon is One Agent, as 
I have ſhewn above. - | 
It is thought by ſome a manifeſt ContradiQion to ſay, 
as the Athanafien Creed teaches us, The Father us God, the 
Son Go1, and the Holy Ghoſt God, and ytt there are not Three 
Gods, but One God. But whoever carefully conſiders what I 
have now ſaid, muſt-own, thatthis'is the only true'and 
proper way of ſpeaking-in this Myſtery; _ If there be bur 
One- Abſolute -1 ivinity,, there can be but One God;- for 
che Divine: Proteſſions in the Unity and Identity of the 
ſame Individual Nature, cannot mulkiply the Divinity, nor 
, multiply the-Name and Title of God ; tor the Name God 
- does notoriginally, abſolutely, and immediately belong to 
them, but-ooly relatively : The proper immediate Cha- 
racer of the Second Perſon iti; oy, Irinicy is, not God, 
but the: Son of -God, and the Word of God; and fo the 
Third,- is the-Spirit of God. And though we'muſt neceſ 
frily own, that the Son of God, andthe Spirit of God, are 


each of them True and Perfe& God, -equal/in'all Divine 
ting all the ſamethat the Fa-/ 


ther is, excepting his being a F 


7 Mg 
r; yet they are not 
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Three Gods, for this is nottheir immediate; Original Cha-+ - 
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raCter,.but there is One God the 1 us Riernal JON, 
and Eternal Spirit. This is what 'F have.; Dove obſe 
from Tertullian, Thar _—_ is keys | wer his Oecono- 
my, that is,his Son and Spi iſt is called God, 
when he is ſpoken of by hi nkiEs but wml by ray 
gether with the Father, hemuſt have his own proper Title, 
A which is the Son of God; and the Reaſon is the ſame, as 
\— to the Holy Spirit; ; by which Rule, we can never fay, 
That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, though each of them 
be God, are Three Gods; but there hree, God the 
, Father, 'bis Son, and Holy Spirit : The Fat er God of him- 
felf, the Son. and Spirit y 7 ant Pre ns, and Divine 
Subſiting Relations in the Unity and Identity of the Fa- 
ther's Godhead. They have all the ſame Divinity, their 
Glory equal, their Majeſty coeternal, but their ifferent 
'manner of having it, the Team «waptenc, diltinguiſhes 
|thei Names and Cops: cilorg Father is. God: 4 abſo- 
God. that there is no other God þ r 
0 " t abſolutely God, bur the Sog of. 

God in Scripture, 'it 8.10 cher ſcaſc 
he fon be Soo of, (308. 3.19 »- for the : Son. IO” be 
Son : Nor is the Holy Spirit abſolptely Gqd, but 
1} /rit of God, which is all we DT ng , when we call bim 
' for the Spirit of God muſt be God the Holy 3 
is the Catholick Faith, and Tet any Maa try if he.c: 

: Three Gods in it : For whey we wg zumber Fathe! 


Holy Ghoft, we muſt nor number them.by the- 
Name of Nature, which is One Un Kivided Di 
them all; but by their R Niiogvith itive Names and. 
which 00 not only di *y TR diſtiaguiſh' | 
| We muſt - RR -} becauſe God is nor. 


he ng? Name 7 tho ee a: 
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of the Godhead. The One God the Father, the Son of God, 

and the of God {6 that rhere is bue One God in the 
Chrittian Faith, if the Soa of God- be the Son of this One 
God the Fathet'; and the Spirit of God, be the Spirit of 
this ſame One God : And though the Son of God be God, 

and the Spirit of God be God , that is the Name of their 
Nature, not of thicir Perſons, and therefore can no more 
be multiplied with the Perſons, than the Divine Nature is. 

The Son of God is God, but it is Authoritate Paterne Na- 
tare; as St. Hilar ary ſpeaks, not by any Abſolute Godhead 
of his own, but in right of his Father's Nature and Divi- 
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nity, 'which he received by an-Ecernal Generation. Thus - 


it muſt be, where there is but One Abſolute Nature, with 


its Internal Procefſions. 
Let vs put the Caſe in a Human Mind, and ſuppoſe, 


That its Word and Spirit were DiftinQ, Living, Intcelli- . 


gent 'Hypoſtaſes in the Mind, Eſſential Proceſfions in the 
Oniry wad Identity of N ature, perfeAly the ſame with the 


Mind, but diftin& Hypoſtaſes ; but would any one for 
this Reaſon, call theſe Three, Three Men, or Three 


womb And yet ſich a Living, Subſif and a 


Wo 
Livin aditing Sp wool rye bar th Nu 


would be an abſolute Mind, but one Weeks Ma 
and the other the ; of the Mind ; not Three Minds, 
but One Mind, with its Eſſential Word, and Spirit, 

5, Caſe, Lives us A 


De he Eternal Mind, 


Bbbe. This, 
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This, as I take it, is what ſome'Learned and truly Ca- 
tholick Writers mean, 4n'diſtinguiſhing the ſeveral Accep- 
rations of this Name God, That fomerimes-'it ſignifies the 
Divine Nature and Eſſence in general; as when we fay, 
The Trinity is One God, that is, One Divinity ; that there 
is but One Divine Nature and Efſence in all the Three Per- 
ſons of the Holy Trinity: Sometimes i fignitics Perſonally, 
as when we ſay, The Fatheris God, 'the Son is God, and 
the Holy Ghoſt is God ; that is, the Perſon of the Father, 
the Perſon of the Son, and the Perſonof the Holy Gholt is 
God : But then they are til} forced ro acknowledge, that 
the Name God is not predicated Vnivocally of all Three Per 
ſons ; but that the Father is God in a more'excellent-and 
eminent Senſe, than- the Son is God, or the Holy Ghoſt 
God, as being God of himſelf, an Ugbegotten," Self-origi- 
nated God, the Fountain of the _ corhe:Son and Holy 
Spirit: Upon which account he.is. fo. oftea' by the Catho- 
lick Fathers called the One God,  and\the: only; True: God, 
Now all this is very True, and very Catholick, -but\with 
all ſubmiſſion, ir ſeems to me to'be.an inconvenient way of 
ſpeaking, which perplexes the Article with different Senſes, 
and is liable to great Cavils and MiſconſtruQtions, 'as/the . 
Examples of Dr. Pax, and the Authorof the 28 Propoi- 
tions, witneſs; and when moſt dexteroully managed; will 
ſooner ſilence than convince an Adverſary.. - 

The Divine Eſſence.muſt be conſidered only as in the 
Divine Perſons ; when we ſay,” That the 'Trinity is One 
God, the true meaning is, That Three Perſons-are One 
God ; and the general abſtrat Notion of the Uaity of EG 
ſence does not account for this, but the 'Unity of the-Divine 
Eſſence in Three. E071 = or BG 4-04 rot 

T hus to ſay, That the Patheris God ig the higheſt ſenſe 
of that Name God ;. and:that He alone {ftritthy. ſpeaking) i 
4 Being abſolutely perfetty' berauſe he'alone is Selfrexiftent, 
and all other Beings, even the Son und Holy Ghoſt are\from 


him ; 


him; may be: expounded tor a very Catholick Senſe, 'and 
was certainly- ſo ) meatit 5 but 'is liable 'to-grear Cavils, 
when Men take more pains to pick Quarrels with Words, 
God; and a God that wants-any. PerſeQtion,, ſounds not 
only like Two Gods, but like Gods of different Kinds ; for 
_ every diverlity of Naturealtersthe Species.; ;i- 1; 
._ All that is meant by this is certainly True and Catholick, 
and taught in expreſs words by the. Primitive Fathers ; 
That the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father; 
that the Son is all thar the Father is, excepting his being 
the Father,and [099% OW ve: is, excepting Paternity, and 
Self exiſtence,- or Selt-origination ;,.and. that upon; this Ac+: 
count the Father is eminently called the One God, the Son, 
God of God ; that is, God as the Son of God, + - | 
"What I have now diſcqurſed ſeems to- me+/to give the: 
faireſt Account of this Matter. Etake the Name Godalways 
_ to ſignify a Perſon, in; whom the Divioe: Nature; is, nor-- 
the Divinity in the Abftratt ; and then the Name God muſt 
belong to any Perſon after the ſame manner, as the Divine 
Nature is his; that is, he: muſt be-called God jn no other 
ſenſe than'as he:is God. ” Now, as I have already ſhewa, 
there'is but One'Abfolute Divinity ;--with Two Internal- 
Proceſſions in the Unity and:Identity of Nature; And-if. 
we make this our Rule of Speaking, (as we muſt doyif-this: 
be the Catholick Faith of the Trinity, and we will-fit our 
words tothe nature of-things) then it is:very plain, That: 
the Name God abſolutely warms as. to him,- whois this 
Abſolute: Divinity, that 15; the Per of the Father, thac. 
ne other Perforr is Godii» redo, abſolutely-and ſimply God, 
but only he ; that he.is the One God, the only True God, 
asboththe Scripture andFathers dawn... 5. , | 
- -, Butwhat becomes then of the Son; 'and Holy Ghoſt 2 Is. 
not the: Son God:?:.and the-Spirit God?i Yes | the Name: 


and Title'of- God belongs'to them;: as the Divine. N ys 
| oes 3... 
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The Preen Sure of the 


does; that is, not abſolutely; as2o the Abſolere Divinity, 
but as to Divine Praceſſons,/ to Divine Subliftinz Rela» 

tions in the Unity of the Godhead ;' that is," the Second 
Perſon in the Trinity is God, 'but not ix refo,' as God lig- 
nifies that Perſon, who is the Divinity ; but as the Son'of 
God, as babews Deitatew, having the Divinity, not abſo- 


lutely and on_ but a tr Pan: gr by Eternal 
Geaeration :: And {b the Holy Spirit is not abſolutely God, 
- but the Spirit of God; and. God only as the Spirit of God, 
as an Internal Proceſſion in the Divine Nature. - - 

But in what ſenſe chen can'we ſay, Thar the Trinity is 
One God, or that Three Perſons are One God? Muſt we 
not acceſſarily own, that God in theſe Propoſitions is taken 
Eſſeatially for the Deity in the abſirat, and not as-con- 
ſidered in any One Perſon? For will wefay, That the Tri- 
nity, or Three Perſons, are but One Perſon? No!'and 
yet. ia this Propoſition, 'The Trinity 46 Owe God; by One 
God, I underſtand, One, who is abſolutely God, One Ab- 
ſolace Divinity, which is the Father ,- has indeed a. 
Son and Spirit, in the Unity'of his own Nature and God- 

each of which is True and Perfe& God, but nat a 
Second, and Third God, but the Son of God, and the Spi- 
ritof God; Divine Subfifting'Relations in the One )- 
lute Godhead of the Father, which does not multiply rhe 
Name nor Nature of God. | 

This-is the Account-the Catholick Fathers give of the 
VUaity of Gad in a Trinity of Perſoas, and therefore this 
mult be che Catholick Seaſe of this Propoſition + And bere: 
it will be proper co obſerve, ' That inthe Account they give 
of the Unity of God, that is, \the Unity in Triniry;- they 
indiflereantly One Divinity, and Father, as the 
Reaſon of it : «5; 853 &n- jules Ivfrny , bt vic nds rig; 
7a7i4p. There is One-God, -becauſe-there-is One Divini- 


ty ; and there is One God,' becauſe chere is Ons Father,: 
which are not two different 'Reaſoisj but one-and the 


lame; 


Socini wn Gout ovith 


ſame; from whence it follows; iFhat this One 
Divinic 2he Diveicy-ofche ather, and wir ehis.Owe 
God id Trinit , is the Father; for One God muſt neceſſa. 
rity; G00y ne Perſon, when. the Father is the One 


So that the Father, who-is the One Abſolute Divinicy,\ 
is the One God, who ceaſes not to be the: One God, 5 


St. Hilery and others conſtantly: teach ) by: having a Son, 
and Holy Spirit, who receive all from him; live and ſub- 
fiſt 1 in- him, and ol y in ne wi 
him :"Thtius we are taught 
worſbip One God in Frini 


who's the One God wich ; v1 
the Trinity in Uniry,. char i 1s, Father, Son, cn Hap) on 

not. Three Gods, but-Qne in the: Unity of the. Facke ather's 
Godhead. »Gh ey parry _ bt Sow, aud 


Jp, 92nd th ae he Coheed, Glo) the Godbea, 
er; e are in 

Glory, Majeſty of the Father, as Internal Proceſſions, Li- 
"Thi ubliſting Relations in the Father's Godhead. . 


Account, which I Ne is the only Account of 

r that I cag underſtand, whatever other Faults 
i Wy we, which I do.not yer ſee, ver ar 
Orthodox 3, is geither Tritheiſm, 
nor Socini but the True Cacholick Faith, of a T 


| fire i. Ogs Ablakne Di but One Fuber wit | 


al _ other; cho r 

Relations, though R cao't mul- 

tiply Nature, and therefore cap't-mulciply Gods. p tow! 
ere 


"? 
©. 


Hh wed Pot EA ul Wee... a n 


PLP ——— Me 


376 


«dar tre em UT POE Fg 


"The Preſe ent Has of the © 


Here are Three Real, Prop , Liviog, Intelligent, Sub- 
ſtantial , Divine Perſons,” 2 ore no Sabellianiſm, 
not One Perſonal God, with three N ames, Offices, Maai- 
feftations, Modes, Powers, Parts. 

Here are Three truly Divipe Perſons, each of which'is 
by himſelf, or in his own Perſon, True and Perfe& God. 
The Father God of himfelf, Uabegorran, Self-originated 
God, the Fountain of rhe Deity to the Son and Holy Spirit. 
The Son, the Son of God, and True and.Perfe& God, as 
the Son:of God. The Spirit, che Spirit of the Father, 


and the Son, and True and Perfe& God, as the Spirit of 


God : So that here is neither Arianiſm,, Mycedonianiſm, 


Nor Sociniani{m ; no Made or Created Nature, no Creature 
41n-the Ever Bleſſed Trinity. 


_ are True and Perfe& God, as the 


| 


| 


No, ſay our Arian and Socinian Advyerſaries, neither the 

Son,: nor the Holy Ghoſt, = to this Hypotheſis, 
ather is : Neither of 

them haye Self-cxiſtence, or a Fecundity-of Nature, which 
are thought great PerfeQtions/in the Father ; but the Son is 
not of himſelf, but begotten of his Father ; nor is the Spirit 
of himſelf, but proceeds from Father and Son ; and neither 
- png have a Son, or. Spirit of their own, as the Fa- 
ther has 

All this I readily grant ; for it is the Catholick Faith, 
that the Father is xoglas ara), ſo a Father, that he never 
Was oxi and the Son »»g{w; y%, ſoa Son,. that he never 
; was, nor can be a, Joram/ghs wad { of che H cit 3 fy hat 
| there is but One, Kon hog hb : on, nor 
; Three Sons; One Holy Gl Wh: . get ins Fly ln,» as the 
Athanaſian Creed x 

This proves indeed, as we allc own, tharneicher tf e Son, 
nor Spirit, ate abſolute God, an. Abſolute , As 
the Father -is, butonl aly Dive tn Pr flows oe an. Abſolure 


_ Divinity has a Fol ' Nature ; Abſolute; Original 


Mind, according.ro e's potheſis" muſt have its/Word 


e .and 
.y 
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and Spirit, in the Unity of its Nature ; but the Word þe- 
ing no Abſolute Nature, can't beget another Word, nor 
the Spirit another _ So that this ObjeQion only de- 
livers us from the Charge of Tritheiſm, by proving Fa- 
ther, Sdn, and Holy Ghoſt to be bur One Divinity, One 
God : For if the Son were as abſolutely God, as the Fa- 
ther is, there is as account to'be given, why he ſhould not 
beget a Son, as his Father did him, as we ſee it is among 
Men, where the Son begetsa Son, and becomes a Father, 
and thus there could be no poſſible end of Divine Genera- 
tions ; but theſe are Generations ad extrs, which give as 
compleat and abſolute a Nature, and abſolute Subliſtence 
to the Son, as the Father has; but Internal, Efſential Re- 
| lations are in the Individual Unity of Nature, and there- 
fore cannot multiply, when Nature has all that is eſſential 
to, it. So that SelF-exiſtence and Generation do not belong 
to the Charater of a Son; and with the Catholick Church, 
we teach, That the Son of 'God is God, only as the Son ; 
and it would be Hereſy to aſcribe the peculiac Prerogatives 
of the Father to him : And' then it can be' go- ObjeQtion 
againſi the Divinity of the Son , thar he has not what is 
peculiar and proper only to- the Perſon of the Father, as 
Sel-exiltence and Generation. is, Ks 26H 
Self-exiſtence, Self-origination, to have' no cauſe of his 
Being, I grant, iseſſential to the Ideaof a God : And Eter> 
nal and Neceſſary Exifteace to the Notion of any Perſon, 
who is inany ſenſe God. ; for he, whoever began- to be, 
and fublilts precarioully, can in'no ſeaſe be God. But:then 
though Salf-eyiſtones be efſeatial tothe Notion of an, Ab- 
folute Divinity, yet a' Perſon, whois aSon, and therefore 
not Self-originated, but eternally begotten of a Self-origi- 
nated Father, and ſyblifts eternally and neceſſarily as an 
Edeatial Proceſſion and.Relacion im a Self origiaated Na- 
ture, mult be the Soo of God; and God the Son, Trucand 
Pecte& God, as the Brernal, rehary, Eſfential How 
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ſion of a Self-originated Divinity. / For what is internally 
and eſſentially related to a Self-exiſtent Nature, can be no 
Creature, and therefore-muſt be True and Perfe& God. 
Thus to proceed: The ſame Rule of ſpeaking (if Men be 
peaceably and charitably diſpoſed to underſtand one ano- 
ther) will eaſily reconcile that late warm Diſpute, about 
One Subſtance, and "Three Subſtances, in the Unity of the 
Godhead ; for the Diſpute is the very ſame, in other words, 
with One Nature and Three Perſons. - | 
The Niceze Fathers, who aſſerted the Z7omoouſion, the 
One Nature and Subſtance of Father, and Son, did not 
by this mean One Singular Subſtance, as I bave abundant] 
ſh:wn ; and thoſe who affert Three Subſtances in oppoſe. 
tion to Sabellieniſm, do 'not mean Three Abſolute, nor 
Three divided and ſeparated Subſtances, but One Individual 
Subſtance, as there is One Individual Nature in Three Sub: - 
Rantial, Subſiſting Perſons. That is, There is but One Ab+ 
folute Subſtance, - with Two Relative, Subſtantial Procef. 
fions in the Individual Unity of the ſame One Subſtance : 
W hich the Schools make no ſcruple to call Three Relative 
Subſtances. All Catholick Writers, both Ancient and Mo- 
dern, own, that the Father is Subſtance, the Son-Subſtance, 
and the Holy Ghoſt Subſtance ; but 'yet are cautious of ſay- 
ing Three Subſtances; [not will _ fay, ter VUnz, thrice 
One Subſtance, becauſe Number does not belong to the 
Nature, but to the Perſons ; though at the ſame time they 
Aqu. p. :. Own, that Deas trinue (ignifies tris ſuppoſite Deitatue. 
Queſt.;z!1. Theſe ſeem to be great Nieeties,/and Arbitrary Diſtin- 
Art.1. ions, without any reaſontand foundation/in Nature ; for 
what difference is there between Three Subſtances, 'and 
Three Relative Subſtances? For Relative Subſtances are 
Subftances. What difference between 'Three Subſtances, 
and tria ſuppoſits ? - when ſcppoſitum'is only another name 
for Subſtance ; and ſo Se. Hilary, as I have obſerved, called 
them, tres ſabſtantias, & trin'in'{obſtantia,. —_ Sub- 
| ances,, 
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ances, and Three in Subſtance, When there are Three, 
each of which is in his own Perſon Subſtance, and neither 
of them each other, what difference is there between ſay- 
ing, Tres in una ſubſtantis, & ter una ſubſtantia ? Three in 
One Subſtance, and-thrice Once Subſtance ? Marine Vitto- 
rinw, as I obſerved before, . ventures to ſay, ter ipſa Sab- 
ſtantia, (not ter una, as it is miſtaken in a late Treatiſe, by 
eruſting too much co memory) thrice the very lame Sub- 
ſtance z now thrice the ſame One Subſtance, 1s thrice One 
Subſtance ; where the Number belongs to the Eſſence and 
Subſtance, which is Xq»ines's Objeftion agaialt it, 

But the whole Account of this muſt be reſolved into the 
DiſtiaQion between Abſolute and Relative. . Subſtance, 
when it ſtands by it ſelf, ſignjfies Abſolutely, and fo Three 
Subſtances are Three Abſolute Subſtances ; Three Human 
Subſtances, Three Humanities; and Three Divine Sub- 
ſtances, Three Divinitics 3 and therefore we muſt not 
without great caution, fay Three Subſtances in the Trini- 
ty, for fear of aſſerting Three Gods; but yet we. muſt 
own, that each Perſon is True and Perfe& Subſtance; and 
both the Fathers and Schools own this ; aad Three in Sub- 
ſtance are Three Subſtances, but not Three Abſolute but 
Relative Subſtances , - Three Subſiftiag 'Relations in the 
Unity of the Divine Efſence and Subſtance: Though, 'as I 


have more than once obſerved, in proper ſpeaking, we 
cannot ſay Three Relative Stbſtances by : now: 


ther ſpeaks a Relation to the Son, and Holy Spirit; it is as 


he is the Fountain of the Deity, Original, -Ablolute, Divi- 
nity, Efſence, Subſtance, in /hisown Perſon, 'not a Rela» 
tive Subliſteace ; and therefore in the Blefled Trinity, there 
is One Abſalute Subſtance, Abſolute Divinity, and Two 
Relative Subſtances, as-there are. Two Internal Subſtan- 


tial Relations inthe Unity of the ſame Subſtance. And to. 


prevent Miſtakes, I'mult here obſetve,, That by Abſolute 
we do not mean Compleat and: Perfet; for-{o the Son is Ab- 
CCC 32 ſalute 
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ſolute Subſtance, andthe Holy Spirit Abſolute Subſtance; - 
Compleat and Perfe& Subſtance, as cach of them in his 
own Perſon is Trae and Perfe& God j\ in' which Senſe 
St. Auſtin tells us, that perſons 4d ſe dicitur, that Perſon'is 
predicated abſolutely; that every Perſon, as conſidered in 
imſelf, is a Perſon, and not merely as related co another ; 
but when we ſay, that there is bur One Ab/olsre Subſtance 
in the Godhead, by Abſolute we mean Or:2ziz4, as I have 
already explained it, as diſtinguiſhed from Relative Proceſ. 
ſions, as the Original is diſtinguiſhed from the Image; 
though the Image, if a Living, Subſifting Image, is as - 
Compleat and Perfe& Nature and Subſtance, as the Origi- 
nal is. "And this is the only difference I know, between 
Subſtance, Nature, Eſſence, and Suppoſitum, SubjeQ, wv» 
xe1-4yor, Res, ag#ſpue, Thing, Being, imapti, Subſiſtence, 
and the like : Thar the firlt ſignity AbG _ or as the 
Schools ſpeak, the Form; that 1s, 'an Original Subſtance, 
Nature, and Effence ; and therefore theſe muſt not be mul- 
tiplicd in the Diviaity, ts Three Subſtances, Na- . 
tures, 'or Effences, for fear of a Diverfiry or Number of 
Divinitics, and Gods. The other Terms, though they do 
not in common. uſe ſignify Relatively, as Subje&, Sup» 
_ poſitum, Thing , Being, Subfiftence; do not, yet they 
guy aoy thing that really is,” that 'has a Compleat, 
AQual Subſiſtence of its own, and therefore are applicable, 
to all ſubſtantial relative Proceffions, which are compleat 
Subliſtencies, Things, Beings,. as'welt as'to original Na- 
ture and Subſtance: And both the Fathers and Schools for 
this reaſon dwned' the Three Divine Perſons to be Three 
Things; Three Beings, Tres Entes, Tris Entia, Tres Res, 
Teja PeZyuare ; and [cruple not the uſe of any fuch tran- 
ſcendental Terms, as do not neceflarily multiply the abſo-- 
tate and original Form. © | ” Ne 5; E0 
Thusthe Oze Subtaxce of the Godhead either fignifies 
the abſolute Divinity of the Father, -and this is on 
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and can never be Ter V#s, Thrice One; or it fignifies the 
| One individual undivided Divinity of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt; that is,” the abſolute Divinity of the Pather, 
with his internal eſſential Proceffions in the perfe& Unity 
and Identity of Nature, and this it is but One Subſtance, 
F - for there is but Oge Individual Nature; not Fer Ons, but 
Tres in Uns; not Thrice One Subſtance , but Three in 
One Undivided Nature and Subſtance ; - Tecounigere ugra's, 
which I have ſometimes, not fo properly, tranſlated a 
Thrice ſubſiſting Monad, but it is a Monad with Three: 
Hypoſtaſes ; which, in other words, is One Nature and 
Three Perſons; not One-fingular Nature Thrice ſubſiſting [}. 
( which I cannot underſtand ), bur One individul Nature, . 
and Three ſublifting Hypoſtaſes ; Unzs SubSantia , now 
Unus Subſiſtens ; One Subſtance, not One that ſubſiſts: . 
This Individual Nature fubſiſts but once ; but ia the In-- 
dividual Unity of the Father's Eſſence and Godhead, are : 
thoſe Eternal, Subſtantial, Subſiſting Procefſions, the H 
poſtaſes of the Son,-and Holy Spirit.”.. And: in- this ſenſe”. 
the One Individual Subſtance of the Divinity may proper-: 
ly enough be ſtiled Ter3p/a, or Ter Una Subſpantia ;: Thrice: - 
the ſame One Subſtance, not 'Fhrice One Abſalure Sub- 
ſtance, .in which ſenſe {qupras rejefted it ; but Tris Sep- - 
poſits Unima Snbſtantie,. or Deitats;. which is One Sub-- 
ſtance, by the individual Unity, .and invariable Sameneſs + 
and Identity-of Nature ; as I have ſhewn above. . © 

Thus that warm Diſpute among the Schoolmen, about : 
one Abſolute Subſiſtence and Exiſtence in the Trinity, and |: 
Three Relative Subfiftencies and Exiftences, which is ma» 
naged with ſo much perplexing Subcilty, as far as I can un- 
derftand any thing by it,. may eaſily be compoſed after the: 
ſame manner. -. For there is but One Abſolute Being and + 
Nature in the Divinity, and therefore there can be but : 
One Abſolute Subſiſtence and Exiſtence , as fps | 


fies, not Compleat and Perfet#, but,.to ſubliſt and as 
- an. .i 


jÞ2 


-an'O 
ted Subliſtence 'and Exiſtence: 'But then to deny all rela-. 
tive Subſiſtencies and Exiſtencies, is to deny the compleat 
Subſiſtence and Exiſtence of the Son and Spirit, who are 
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Original, which in the Godhead ſignifies a-ſelf.origina- 


eſſential Relations in the Unity of the Father's Godhead, 
and therefore ſubliſt- not 'as Originals, but as Relatives, 
which is the meaning of a Relative Subfiftence. There is 
but One Abſolute Divinity, and Two Relative Proceſſions, 
and therefore in this ſenſe, but One Abſolute, and Two, 
not Three, Relative Subſiſtencies ; which ſeems fairly to 
divide the Queſtion between them. 

Thus, once more: It is a kaowa Rule of ſpeaking in 
this Myſery, That Subſtaatives muſt be predicated in the 
Singular Number, AdjeQtives will admit a Plural Predica- 
tion ; -and the ſame difference is made between Abſtract 
and Concrete Terms. There are -not Three Gods, but 
Tres Deitatem habentes, there are Three who have the Di- 
vinity ; not Three Omnipotencies,' or /Three  Qmniſcien- 
cies, but Three who are Omaipotent and Omaiſcient. And 
the approved reaſon for this is, That Subſtantives and Ab- 
ſtrat Terms, ſignify the Nature, Eſſence, and Form, and 
to multiply them, is to multiply Natures; but AdjeQtives 
immediately ſignify the Subjes, Suppolitums, and Per- 
ſons, and only connote the Nature and Form, which mul- 
tiplies the Perſons, but not the Nature. - Now though I 
underſtand what is meant by this, when applied to the Divi- 
nity,yet I never-could underſtand this Reaſon for it;for there 
15 no ſuch difference between Subſtantive and AdjeRive Pre- 
dications in any other Caſe:; Three men, and Three, who. 
have Human Nature, ſignify the-very ſame thing, and mul- 
tiply the Form, as well as the Perſons ; Three, who have 
Human Nature, are truly and properly Three mea ; and 
then the meer difference between Subſtantives and Adje+ 
Qives cannot be a good Reaſon, why 'Three, who have the 
Divine Nature, are not-Three Gods. © But a ccrom 

etween 
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between an Abſolute and Relative Predication. doey- give 
an account of. this, Subſtantives and Abſtra@t Terms al- 
ways ſignify the Form, as the Schools ſpeak, that is, an: 
Abſolute and Original Nature, and in this Seaſe Number 
multiplies Nature, as -well as Perſons, and Three Gods 
are Three Abſolute Original Divinities, as wellas Three 
Divine Perſons ; and ;thus it is: as to AdjeQive Predicati- 
ons in all Creatures; as-I; obſerved þefore,; becauſe there 
is no ſuch diſtinQtion in Creatures between an Abſolute 
Nature, and Internal Subſiſting Procefſions in the Unity 
and Identity of Nature ; and when Nature always ſigni- 
fies the Original Farm, a: Subſtantive or AdjeQive Predi- 
cation can make no difference 2 but where: there, is ſuch a 
diſtinfQion , as there is in-the Divinity, Subſtantives and 
AdjeQtives do moſt aptly repreſent it, becauſe Adjeftives 
admit of a. Relative - Predication, and; may ſignify. a Per- 
ſon, who has the Divine Nature, - as an Internal, Subſiſt- 
iog -Proceſſion-in: the Divinity ,. but. is not the Abſolute 
Divinity, nor. in; an: Abſolute Senſe God,. but the Son. of 
God, and the Spirit of God. | G7 £0 

Indeed in ſuch Forms of Speech. we muſt have more 
regard to the: Abſolute or- Relative Sigaification, than to 
che Subſtantive or AdjeQive Formiof the Words. AdjeQtives 
inan Abſolute Senſe muſt no more-be multiplied than Sub» 
ſtantives, which I taketo be an eaſier Account of the 
tres aterni, and wnus aternus inthe Athenian Creed, than 
to turn it with {quires into iris eterws, and nun eternum,s 
For Three Eternals, whether Subſtantives or AdjeCQtives, 
in an Abſolute Senſe 'are Three Gods:; 'Three Eternal, 
Three Intelligent, Three Omniſcient Perſons, in an Abſo» 
lute Senſe, are Three Eternities , Three Qmailciences, 
and in this Seoſe there is but #-us eternus, One Eternal: 
Self Originated Perſon, as there.is but One God-:. and on: 
the other hand, Deus or God, though a Subſtantive, may. 
fignify Relatively , as it-doces-in the'Nicene Creed, _ 

| ( 
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of God; and in this Senſe ſome of the Schoolmen; thought 


- it very Orthodox to ſay Three Gods, if we explained in 


what Senſe we meant it, as: I obſerved >» Tertullian 
did, Ecce daos deos, though at the ſame time he rejeQs the 
uſe of ſuch Forms , for their ambiguous Signification 
which might betray men into Polyrheiſms. And if God 
may have a Relative Signification , 'fo' may Mind and 


. Spirit too, and then Three Minds and Spirits is as Or- 


_— as Three that have an Intelligent and Spiritual 
Narvre. 
In ſhort ; as far as I can hitherto obſerve, all the Ca- 


. tholick Rules of Speaking relating to this Myſtery muſt 
-be reſolved into this'diſtinAtion of Abſolute and Relative ; 


This is the only diſtinQtion we know of in the Godhead, 


and this we as certainly know there is, as we know, that 
-there is an Eternal Father , who has an Eternal 'Son, 
and an Eternal -Spirit z One Abſolute, Self-Originated 


Divinity, with its Internal, Eſſential Proceſſions in the In- 


. dividual Unity. and Identity of Nature: and if this be 


the Unity and DiſtiaQtion of the Divinity, this muſt be 


. our Rule of Speaking alſo, to have a due regard to the 


One Abſolute Nature, and the Relative Procefſions of the 
Godhead; which will ſecure ys both from a Sabe//iar Sin- 


_ gularity, and a Tricheiftick Trinity of Abſolute Divini- 
ics. 
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And therefore for a Gedaa I ſballoaly take a brief 
Review of the DoQrine of the Fathers conc: this Ar- 
ricle of a Triniry io Unity, and apply ic ins words to 
our Socinian Adverlaries. - 

The Faith of the Carholick Church taught by: Crit and 
Gd Re wh nes Renal os pad eine 

is a Father, who has an Eterna and an 

Spirit, 1n the Ea Oak y Of the ſame Undividedand 
Undiverfified Godhead ; And this is the Faith which all | 
the Catholick Fathers have owned and ta in GaeGbe- 
ral Ages. The whote Chriſtian Church 
Saviour commanded, in the Name of the Þ ther, and'of 4 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft ; and this is the Rule of | 
their Faith, to' believe in Father, Son, and "Holy Ghoſt : 
ern ſimple Faith, could Men have been cantented/t0 | 

God coacering, Ri himfelf. 
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ry Man may underſtand what is meant by ir," and there-. 
fore it is not Jargon and Nonſenſe; and IthinkI bave ſafe 


vindicated it from Trithei/m and ContradiQtion, 
and haye no more” to ſay of that nature, till I hear what 
they poghg ne”) 
they come to conlider this Matter again , as Men that: 
certainly be calle4 to an Accounr for-'it in' this 
World, as well as in the 'nexr, I hope'they will ſee reaſon 
' to grow out of conceit with their own-Philoſophy, ' about 
 Emanatjons ' and Proceſfions; a Priority of ' Time, / and: 
'Priotity of ' Nature, Self-Exifſtence and Nerefſary Exi- 
ſence, nd ſuch like Arian Objections, which were made. 
and anſwered many Ages (ince , and: which they may find: 
Cy anſwered in his Treatiſe. 
9+ the Diſpute wo Scripture; where the 
uſt fry 4 lie ia all ſuch - Matters withour ! |. 
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Chant, how how much Geert it be deſpiſed by Herctighs. 
Bur it is'time"to put an end vo this Treatiſe; we may 
confider their Tr opons of Scripture ſome other time. - 
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"1 A Defence of Dr. SherlocE s Notion of a Triairy in airy. . 
The Diſtinftion between Real and Nominal Tyinitarians examined ; in An- 
ſwer to « Secinmion Pamphlet, Quarce. All Printed for Wilism Rogers. 
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